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LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office 
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LA1-1 See responses to comments PM2-22 and NAT4-3. 

LA1-2 See responses to comments PM1-6, PM1-10, PM1-11, and PM1-24. 

LA1-3 See response to comment PM1-24. 

LA1-4 The EIS discloses impacts on public safety, the environment, and special land 
uses throughout the analysis. 

Pima County’s analysis of estimated tax revenues and costs to the county 
outlined in appendix A of its letter, specifically items 7, 8, 10, and 11, is noted.  
Sections 4.10.3 and 4.10.6 of the EIS address socioeconomic impacts on 
public services and lands where public funds have been invested, and have 
been updated to summarize the information provided by Pima County.  Sierrita 
would compensate Pima County for Project-related impacts on vegetation in 
the affected area as required by the PCRRH protection ordinance and specific 
lease conditions. 

While Sierrita continues to consult with Pima County regarding applicable 
permits and easement acquisition, it is possible that Pima County could assign 
a value to the land that reflects the “cost” of placing a pipeline easement on 
land that is owned by the county.  This might include costs associated with 
mitigating for the impacts described by Pima County.  These negotiations are 
between the Pima County and Sierrita.   
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LA1-5 See response to comment PM1-4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA1-6 See responses to comments PM1-10 and PM1-11. 

 

  



LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 
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LA1-7 As discussed in section 4.13.1, under a Memorandum of Understanding on 
Natural Gas Transportation Facilities dated January 15, 1993, between the 
DOT and FERC, the DOT has the exclusive authority to promulgate federal 
safety standards used in the transportation of natural gas.  Section 
157.14(a)(9)(vi) of FERC’s regulations require that an applicant certify that it 
would design, install, inspect, test, construct, operate, replace, and maintain the 
facility for which a Certificate is requested in accordance with federal safety 
standards and plans for maintenance and inspection, or certify that it has been 
granted a waiver of the requirements of the safety standards by the DOT in 
accordance with section 3(e) of the Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act.  FERC 
accepts this certification and does not impose additional safety standards other 
than DOT standards.   

Regarding the potential for future development, urban densities, and existing 
infrastructure, as discussed in section 4.13.1, if a subsequent increase in 
population density adjacent to the right-of-way results in a change in class 
location for the pipeline, Sierrita would reduce the MAOP or replace the 
segment with pipe of sufficient grade and wall thickness, if required in order to 
comply with DOT requirements for the new class location. 

As further discussed in section 4.13.1, the DOT has published rules under 49 
CFR 192.903 that define HCAs.  Based on DOT guidance, the current 
parameters of the Avra Wastewater Treatment Facility do not qualify it as an 
HCA. 

LA1-8 Section 4.10.3 has been updated to include information provided by the Pima 
County Sheriff’s Department regarding providing law enforcement.  The EIS 
examines operational impacts of the pipeline throughout each section of our 
analysis in section 4.  Further, as stated in section 4.10.3, it cannot be 
determined whether the Project itself would cause an increase of or shift in 
illegal activities from what is already experienced throughout the Altar Valley 
as a result of undocumented immigrants or other unauthorized users. 
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LA1-9 Section 4.8.2.2 has been updated to note that, based on information provided 
by Sierrita, Pima County is identified as the landowner at MP 2.0 and between 
approximate MPs 2.2 and 3.3.  For Pima County lands leased from the ASLD, 
regardless of use, the ASLD would ultimately negotiate the value of the land 
that Sierrita would obtain an easement from for its pipeline.  

 

LA1-10 Although Sierrita is currently supported by a 25-year contract, based on 
information provided by Sierrita, it expects to provide transportation service 
well beyond the initial 25-year term, either through the extension of the initial 
contract with MGI or with new customers on the pipeline.  Many pipelines 
throughout the country, including EPNG's system in Arizona, have been in 
operation for more than 75 years.   

Also see response to comment SA9-27. 

As stated in section 2.7, in the event that Sierrita would need to abandon its 
pipeline, Sierrita would be required to seek appropriate regulatory approvals at 
that time, including any authorizations that might be required from the FERC 
or other agencies.  If the pipeline is abandoned, the pipe may be left in place or 
may be removed and the area reclaimed in accordance with provisions and 
requirements of the FERC Certificate authorizing abandonment and any other 
land-managing agency requirements.  

LA1-11 Section 4.10.6 has been updated to summarize the information provided by 
Pima County.   
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LA1-12 Pima County’s comment regarding additional county permits is noted.  Table 

1.5-1 provides a list of the major permits, approvals, and consultations for the 
Project.  Sierrita would be responsible for applying for all permits and 
approvals required to construct and operate the Project, regardless of whether 
or not they appear in this table.   

 

 

 

LA1-13 See response to comment PM1-3. 

The final EIS includes additional information provided by Sierrita and the 
cooperating agencies, as well as new or revised information based on 
substantive comments on the draft EIS.   
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LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 
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LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 
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LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 
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LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 
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Local Agency Comments 
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LA1-14 See response to comment FA2-3. 

Section 4.2.4 has been updated to include clarification from Sierrita regarding 
how it would protect topsoil piles from erosion in response to our 
recommendation in the draft EIS.  While we have reviewed Sierrita’s 
construction and restoration plans and find them acceptable to reduce the 
Project-related impacts identified in the EIS, we note that permitting agencies 
and private landowners may wish to have additional restoration and mitigation 
measures implemented on their property.   

Sierrita would continue to consult with the Pima County RFCD to determine 
when rock water bars, terraces, and/or riprap would be beneficial as a method 
to inhibit erosion at dry washes.  In addition, we recommended in section 4.2.2 
of the final EIS that prior to construction Sierrita file a revised version of its 
Plan that identifies rock terraces as a measure to control erosion.  Further, 
Sierrita committed to retaining a hydrogeologist during dry wash construction 
to evaluate onsite conditions.  This individual would help evaluate erosion 
potential, check calculated scour depth/setback distances and make site 
recommendations.  Also, Sierrita’s EIs would be responsible for identifying 
erosion/sediment control and soil stabilization needs in all areas, as discussed 
in Sierrita’s Plan.  Further, a third-party compliance monitor under the 
direction of the FERC would be onsite during construction documenting 
Sierrita’s construction and restoration, and FERC staff would periodically 
inspect the Project area during construction and restoration. 

Regardless of the erosion control material or method adopted, Sierrita would 
be required to use, install, and maintain erosion control devices in a manner 
that reduces runoff velocity, diverts water off the construction right-of-way, 
and/or prevents the deposition of sediments beyond approved workspaces or 
into sensitive resources.   

  



LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 
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LA1-15 Pima County’s comment regarding other low impact methods is noted.  
Section 4.3.2.6 has been updated to discuss Sierrita’s evaluation of crossing 
dry washes and associated riparian areas using the HDD method to reduce 
environmental impacts.  “Drag sections” are typically installed to reduce right-
of-way widths; however, use of this method would be precluded because of the 
workspaces required at wash crossings for pipe burial depth as determined by 
the Scour and Lateral Bank Migration Analysis completed in coordination with 
the Pima County RFCD. 

LA1-16 Section 4.0 of the final EIS has been reviewed, and “riparian habitat/areas” has 
been replaced with Pima County Regulated Riparian Habitat (PCRRH) where 
appropriate.  Section 4.4.8.2 has also been updated to explain that Sierrita’s 
right-of-way width and ATWS placement is due to setback, etc. requirements 
from the Pima County RFCD. 

LA1-17 See response to comment LA1-15. 

LA1-18 We expect that information necessary by Pima County to process Sierrita’s 
permit application (in addition to that described in the EIS), would be 
requested of Sierrita by the permitting agency during the permitting process.  
Furthermore, Sierrita would need to comply with conditions or specific 
mitigation measures provided in non-federal agency permits, to the extent that 
such permits do not unreasonably delay, conflict with, or prevent 
implementation of federal requirements. 

LA1-19 All information filed by Sierrita after issuance of the FERC Certificate (if 
approved), including its weekly reports and quarterly reports documenting 
operations and maintenance issues, would be part of the public record for the 
Project and would also be available for viewing on the FERC website 
(http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Nos. CP13-73 and CP13-74.   

LA1-20 Pima County’s comment regarding adding rock terraces as potential mitigation 
for side slope erosion is noted.  Section 4.2.2 has been updated to include rock 
terraces as potential mitigation for side slope erosion.   

LA1-21 Pima County’s concurrence is noted. 

LA1-22 Pima County’s comment regarding using rock terraces as erosion mitigation at 
wash crossings is noted.  Sierrita committed to continuing consultations with 
the Pima County RFCD to determine when riprap would be beneficial as a 
method to inhibit erosion at certain dry washes.  Section 4.3.2.6 has been 
updated accordingly. 

  



LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 
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LA1-23 The FERC does not require the submittal of detailed drawings that show the 

exact placement and method used to be to control erosion.  Based on our 
knowledge and review of pipeline projects, we note that effective erosion 
control measures must be appropriate for the site based on current, site-specific 
conditions.  Therefore, site-specific erosion control measures would be 
determined and approved by the EI during active construction and restoration, 
and consist of one or more of the temporary and permanent erosion control 
measures identified in Sierrita’s Plan and Procedures.   

Also see response to comment LA1-14. 

LA1-24 See response to comment FA2-3. 

LA1-25 Pima County’s comment regarding using rock terraces as vegetation loss 
mitigation is noted.  Also see response to comment LA1-20. 

Rock barriers would also assist with revegetation efforts by creating microsites 
that collect seeds, soil, and moisture.  Other measures, such as surface 
roughening of the right-of-way, placement of woody vegetation, and 
implementation of water bars, described in section 5.0 of Sierrita’s revised 
Reclamation Plan, would also further promote revegetation success by 
encouraging moisture retention. 

LA1-26 See responses to comments FA2-3 and LA1-18.   

LA1-27 Pima County’s comment regarding addressing off-site mitigation 
independently is noted.   

Also see response to comment LA1-14.   

LA1-28 Pima County’s comment regarding the need for a reliable water source to 
ensure successful mitigation is noted.  Sierrita’s restoration measures, 
including those for PCRRH, are identified in its Plan, Procedures, Reclamation 
Plan, and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document.  Sierrita does 
not plan to use water as a vegetation restoration measure. 

LA1-29 Section 4.5.2 has been updated accordingly. 

LA1-30 Sierrita would meet with the FERC and other appropriate agencies to identify 
and evaluate problem areas to determine the reason for the lack of success after 
the second growing season.  Also see response to comment SA6-12. 

Further, as stated in section 4.4.8.2, according to Pima County Title 16 
Chapter 16.30 of the Watercourse and Riparian Habitat Protection and 
Mitigation Requirements, Sierrita would be required to develop a Riparian 
Habitat Mitigation Plan for impacts to PCRRH.  The Pima County RFCD must 
review and approve this plan.  As a condition of Pima County, annual 
monitoring reports would be required, and Pima County RFCD would inspect 
mitigation areas on an annual basis. 

  



LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 
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LA1-31 See response to comment FA2-3.  Section 4.4.8.2 has also been updated to 
explain that Sierrita’s right-of-way width and ATWS placement is due to 
setback, etc. requirements from the Pima County RFCD. 

LA1-32 Pima County’s comment regarding PCRRH is noted.  Since issuance of the 
draft EIS, Sierrita provided information to address this recommendation, and 
section 4.8.1.1 has been updated accordingly.   

LA1-33 See response to comment SA6-4. 

LA1-34 Sierrita indicated it has discussed with the Pima County RFCD that the 
payment in lieu fee would be necessary as onsite mitigation, beyond seeding.  
This fee is reflected in Pima County's mitigation table contained in Pima 
County's most recent FERC comments. 

Sierrita committed to continuing consultations with the NRCS on the use of 
ESDs in the planning of revegetation and monitoring activities, including the 
composition of seed mixes.  We recommended in section 4.4.8.2 of the final 
EIS that prior to construction Sierrita file revised versions of its Reclamation 
Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document that identifies 
Sierrita’s final seed mixes and rates developed in consultation with the NRCS 
and based on proposed seeding schedule(s).  

LA1-35 As described in sections 4.0 and 5.0 of Sierrita’s revised Reclamation Plan, 
Sierrita committed to using available rock to impede vehicular access along 
the right-of-way.  Also see response to comment LA1-20.   

LA1-36 Pima County’s comment regarding PCRRH is noted.  Section 4.14.3.2 has 
been updated to acknowledge erosion control devices to minimize gully 
formation.   

LA1-37 Pima County’s recommended text has been added to section 4.14.4 with 
modification.   

LA1-38 While we acknowledge Pima County’s recommended edit as helpful for 
clarification purposes, recommendation No. 7 is a standard condition that 
appears consistently and unedited in FERC NEPA documents.   

LA1-39 Recommendation No. 12 listed in section 5.2 of the draft EIS has been 
addressed by Sierrita during the 45-day draft EIS comment period and is no 
longer necessary.   

LA1-40 Recommendation Nos. 14 and 22 listed in section 5.2 of the draft EIS have 
been addressed by Sierrita during the 45-day draft EIS comment period and are 
no longer necessary.   

 

  



LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 
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LA1-41 The terms “water bar” and “slope breaker” have the same meaning and are 
used interchangeably.  Both are used to direct surface water from the disturbed 
construction area to an undisturbed area in a controlled manner.  A “trench 
breaker” is a barrier in the ditch to prevent lateral erosion of the ditch fill 
material along the pipeline.  A trench breaker is a non-permeable blockage in 
the trench extending from the bottom of the ditch to near the top of the ditch 
and made from sand bags or sprayed foam.  Sierrita’s Plan applies to all phases 
of the Project, including reclamation.  Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan is a specific 
plan relating to the reclamation of the all aspects of the Project, including the 
construction right-of-way, ATWS, contractor yards, and access roads. 

LA1-42 Sierrita provided typical drawings of several of its proposed erosion control 
measures as part of Resource Report 1, appendix 1E, filed on February 7, 
2013.  The FERC does not require the submittal of detailed drawings that show 
the exact placement and method used to be to control erosion.  Based on our 
knowledge and review of pipeline projects, we note that effective erosion 
control measures must be appropriate for the site based on current, site-specific 
conditions.  Therefore, site-specific erosion control measures would be 
determined and approved by the EI during active construction and restoration, 
and consist of one or more of the temporary and permanent erosion control 
measures identified in Sierrita’s Plan and Procedures. 

Section 4.9.2 has been updated to identify Sierrita’s proposed restoration 
measures and timing (see table 4.9.2-1).   

Sierrita would apply for all necessary federal, state, and local permits prior to 
construction.  FERC staff expects that information necessary by the Pima 
County RFCD to process Sierrita’s permit application (in addition to that 
described in the EIS), such as detailed descriptions and drawings of erosion 
control features, would be requested of Sierrita by the permitting agency 
during the permitting process.  Furthermore, Sierrita would be required to 
comply with any permit conditions or additional mitigation measures provided 
in the agency permit, to the extent that non-federal permits do not 
unreasonably delay, conflict with, or prevent implementation of federal 
requirements. 

LA1-43 See response to comment LA1-20.   

Note that regardless of the erosion control material or method adopted, Sierrita 
would be required to use, install, and maintain erosion control devices in a 
manner that reduces runoff velocity, diverts water off the construction right-of-
way, and/or prevents the deposition of sediments beyond approved workspaces 
or into sensitive resources.   
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Z-191 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA1-44 Comments on appendix D of the draft EIS, Sierrita’s Plan: 

1. Table D-1, page 3 and section IV.A.1 of Sierrita’s Plan only serve to 
establish the approved area of ground disturbance, which is limited to 
the construction right-of-way, extra work spaces, pipe storage yards, 
borrow and disposal areas, access roads, and other areas approved in 
FERC’s Orders.  Per this section, Sierrita is not allowed to cause 
disturbances outside of these approved areas.  However, “…this does 
not apply to the activities needed to comply with Sierrita’s Plan and 
Procedures (i.e., slope breakers, energy-dissipating devises, dewatering 
structures) or minor field realignments and workspace shifts per 
landowner needs and requirements that do not affect other landowners 
or sensitive environmental resources areas.”  That is, per the Plan and 
Procedures, Sierrita is required to implement mitigation measures to 
minimize potential impacts outside of the authorized areas of 
disturbance.  All construction or restoration activities outside of 
authorized areas are subject to all applicable survey and permit 
requirements, land-managing agency easement grants, and landowner 
easement agreements. 

2. through 5.  Other sensitive environmental resource areas include PCRRH 
based on the analysis in the EIS.  In addition, Sierrita committed to 
maintaining an onsite hydrogeologist at dry wash crossings that would 
provide site recommendations for erosion control.  Also, Sierrita’s EIs 
would be responsible for identifying erosion/sediment control and soil 
stabilization needs in all areas, as discussed in Sierrita’s Plan.   

6.  Table D-1, page 5 and section IV.F:  As stated in this section, all spoil 
would be stored so as not to impede potential flow within the main 
channels of dry washes.  Furthermore, as recommended in the draft EIS, 
Sierrita revised section V.B.4.a of its Procedures to clarify that all spoil 
must be placed in the construction right-of-way and outside of the main 
channels of dry washes.  Sierrita’s revised Procedures is included in 
appendix F of the final EIS. 
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LA1-45 Note that the Procedures apply to waterbodies, which are defined as “natural 
or artificial stream, river, or drainage with perceptible flow at the time of 
crossing, and other permanent waterbodies such as ponds and lakes,” and 
wetlands, which the Project would not affect.  Should the COE determine that 
any of the ephemeral washes crossed by the Project are jurisdictional 
waterbodies, this section would apply to those waterbodies.  Sierrita 
anticipates COE feedback regarding its permit application in April 2014.    

Through Sierrita’s Scour and Lateral Bank Migration Analysis developed in 
coordination with the Pima County RFCD, Sierrita determined required burial 
depth taking into consideration necessary depth below scour and potential 
lateral migration associated with 100-year storm events.  Associated right-of-
way width and ATWS at each waterbody crossing were developed on the basis 
of this analysis (see section 4.3.2.6 of the final EIS).  Based on this 
information, Sierrita has demonstrated that it can minimize, but cannot 
reasonably avoid impacts, to all PCRRH.  Sierrita committed to continuing 
consultations with the Pima County RFCD to finalize appropriate mitigation 
measures related to wash crossings and riparian habitat.   

Additionally, Sierrita would need to obtain a section 401 state water quality 
certification and comply with all conditions of this authorization.  

The Procedures state that the EIs must have knowledge of the wetland and 
waterbody conditions in the Project area, which means that they would be 
familiar with arid land waterbody conditions. 

Sierrita revised its Procedures such that no hazardous materials would be 
stored in dry washes.   

Furthermore, note that there are no wetlands crossed by the Project (see 
section 4.3.3) and, therefore, section VI.C.4 does not apply. 
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LA1-46 See response to comment SA9-14.   

 

  



LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 
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LA1-47 As noted in section 4.3.2.8, Sierrita would only discharge hydrostatic test 
water into livestock tanks if the water quality tests meet applicable water 
quality standards for the intended use (livestock use).  In addition, Sierrita’s 
Hydrostatic Testing Best Management Practices Plan (see appendix N of the 
final EIS) was prepared in accordance with the ADEQ Arizona Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System General Permit No. AZG2010-001, De Minimis 
Discharge General Permit requirement for a Best Management Practices Plan.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

LA1-48 Based on our experience of linear pipeline construction, where construction is 
limited to the area needed to install the buried pipeline, fugitive dust would 
leave the construction workspace areas.  However, the quantity of fugitive dust 
emissions would vary based on several variables (equipment in a particular 
area, drought/rain conditions, etc.).  Sierrita committed to implementing a 
Fugitive Dust Control Plan to help mitigate the formation of fugitive dust on 
this Project, which includes applying a water/magnesium chloride mixture as 
needed as a dust suppressant and pre-watering areas.  Fugitive dust emissions 
would cease upon completion of pipeline construction.  In addition, Sierrita 
would apply for all necessary federal, state, and local permits prior to 
construction.   
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LA1-49 See response to comment LA1-48.   

 

 

 

 

LA1-50 See response to comment LA1-48.   

 

 

 
LA1-51 Ajo and Rillito, Arizona are nonattainment for PM10; however, the proposed 

route does not cross either of these nonattainment areas.  Section 4.12.1.1 has 
been updated to include the Ajo and Rillito nonattainment areas. 

LA1-52 The data presented in section 4.12.1.1 are representative of the monitoring 
stations nearest to and most reflective of the Project area.   

 

 
LA1-53 The Green Valley station is about 22 miles from the Project and was used to 

obtain measurement data for particulate matter and ozone.  However, the 
Green Valley station does not provide measurement data for the other 
pollutants and, therefore, measurement data from the Tucson station, the next 
nearest station to the Project, were used.   

LA1-54 As listed at the bottom of table 4.12.1-3 and included in the References 
appendix, the source for the data is: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  
2012g. AirData Monitor Values Report – Criteria Air Pollutants.  Monitoring 
Data from the EPA AirData Database.  http://www.epa.gov/airdata/ Accessed 
August 2012. 

LA1-55 Pima County DEQ’s comments are noted.  Section 4.12.1.2 has been updated 
for clarification.     

LA1-56 Pima County DEQ’s comments are noted.  Section 4.12.1.2 has been updated 
for clarification.     
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LA1-57 Pima County DEQ’s comments are noted.  Section 4.12.1.2 has been updated 

for clarification.     
 

LA1-58 See response to comment LA1-48.   

 
 

LA1-59 See response to comment LA1-48.   

 

 

 

 

LA1-60 See response to comment LA1-48.   

 
LA1-61 See response to comment LA1-48.  FERC staff expects Sierrita to file a final 

copy of the Fugitive Dust Control Plan prior to construction as part of its 
Implementation Plan.  In addition to any plans filed directly with the agency as 
part of Sierrita’s permit application, the Implementation Plan would be 
available for viewing on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov) under Docket Nos. 
CP13-73 and CP13-74.  

LA1-62 Sierrita’s measures used to minimize dust are identified in its Fugitive Dust 
Control Plan. 

LA1-63 Sierrita’s measures used to minimize dust are identified in its Fugitive Dust 
Control Plan. 

LA1-64 See response to comment LA1-52.  
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LA1-65 See response to comment LA1-48.   

 

LA1-66 Pima County DEQ’s comment regarding statutory authority is noted.  See 
response to comment LA1-61. 

 
LA1-67 See response to comment LA1-48.   

 

 

 

 
LA1-68 As discussed in sections 2.3.2.4, 4.1.2, and 4.13.2, Sierrita would participate in 

the Arizona One-Call system (Arizona Blue Stake) that maintains contact 
information on the location of utilities, such as water, cable, natural gas, and 
sewer lines so that buried utilities could be identified and flagged before 
ground-disturbing activities.  Where the pipeline is installed near a buried 
utility, Sierrita would maintain at least 12 inches of clearance from any other 
underground structure not associated with the pipeline, as required by 49 CFR 
192.325.  If this clearance could not be attained, Sierrita would install 
additional precautions to protect the pipeline from damage that might result 
from the proximity of the other structure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
LA1-69 Based on our discussions with the BANWR and as discussed in section 

4.8.2.1, it is noted that several proposed access roads owned by the FWS are 
leased to the State of Arizona, Pima County, and/or local landowners for their 
use.  Sierrita would apply for all necessary federal, state, and local permits 
prior to construction.   
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LA1-70 See response to comment LA1-69. 

 

LA1-71 Sierrita would apply for all necessary federal, state, and local permits prior to 
construction.   

 
LA1-72 Section 3.5.1 discusses the results of cultural resources surveys along the East 

Route Alternative.  Should any of the other route alternatives be determined to 
meet the Project objectives and be recommended by FERC staff, Sierrita 
would be required to conduct cultural resources surveys to identify sites and 
potential impacts.  The alternatives discussed in section 3.5 that do not meet 
the Project objectives do not warrant a full scale cultural survey and analysis. 

LA1-73 Sierrita conducted field surveys on route variations adopted into its proposed 
route.   

LA1-74 The reference to 36 CFR 800.2(a)(3), the ACHP’s regulations for 
implementing section 106, was included in section 4.11 of the draft EIS. 

LA1-75 We disagree.  The summary of cultural resources surveys and results provided 
in the EIS are sufficient and accurate.  Due to the privileged and confidential 
nature of archaeological sites, further descriptions are not included.   

LA1-76 We disagree.  The information provided in table 4.11.2-1 provides a thorough 
summary of the consultations with federally recognized Indian tribes for the 
Project.   

LA1-77 See response to comment PM1-49. 
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LA1-78 The FERC’s procedures for implementing NEPA take into account the 
requirements of section 106 of the NHPA.  As discussed in section 4.11.4, all 
evaluation reports and treatment plans are required to be filed before Sierrita 
would begin construction.  Despite the fact that Sierrita would receive its 
Order prior to construction (if the Project is approved), the FERC would be 
required to fulfill its obligations under section 106.  The FERC is continuing 
its consultations regarding Project impacts on cultural resources and, if 
determined to be necessary, would develop and execute a Memorandum of 
Agreement. 

LA1-79 See response to comment NAT4-3. 

LA1-80 Section 4.14.11 includes discussions of the potential for future and ongoing 
activities (e.g., grazing and ranching, recreational activities, vandalism) to 
affect previously unidentified cultural resources, as well as past disturbances 
that may have affected cultural resources.  Further, section 4.14.11 
acknowledges that there is a potential for cumulative impacts on cultural 
resources; however, because the projects defined as federal actions would 
require mitigation measures to avoid or minimize additional impacts on 
cultural resources, and non-federal actions would need to comply with any 
state or county mitigation requirements, the potential for cumulative impacts 
on cultural resources would be reduced. 

LA1-81 Section 4.8.5 addresses more detail on the Project-related impacts on visual 
resources.   

LA1-82 The sections referenced in this comment are in the Conclusions and 
Recommendations chapter of the EIS, which is intended to provide a summary 
of the anticipated Project impacts and our conclusions.  Section 4.11 includes 
our complete analysis of cultural resources that would be affected by the 
Project.   

Cultural resources reports have been provided by Sierrita to consulting parties 
with qualified personnel including, but not limited to, the Arizona SHPO; 
Pima County/Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation, Cultural 
Resources and Historic Preservation Division; and federally recognized Indian 
tribes in the Project area.   

Section 4.11.1 has been updated to include additional discussion of Sierrita’s 
HPTP.  All cultural resources treatment and mitigation plans would be 
developed in consultation with appropriate consulting parties. 

Section 4.14.11 includes our analysis of potential cumulative impacts on 
cultural resources.   

Mitigation measures identified in tables D-1 and E-1 would occur within the 
area surveyed by Sierrita for cultural resources and area of potential effect for 
the Project.   

As discussed in section 1.5, the FERC, as the lead agency, is required to 
consult with cooperating agencies and the appropriate SHPOs regarding the 
NRHP eligibility of cultural resources and the potential effects of the proposed 
undertaking to those NRHP-listed or -eligible cultural resources.   
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LA1-83 Pima County Sheriff Department’s comments regarding illegal activity, 
estimated costs to the department, and migrant deaths are noted.  Sections 
4.10.3 and 4.9.1 have been updated to include this new and additional 
information.   
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LA1-84 The Pima County Department of Transportation’s comment regarding 
additional state and county permits is noted.  As stated in section 4.10.4, 
Sierrita would coordinate with state and local departments of transportation 
and land-managing agencies to obtain the required permits to operate trucks on 
public roads.  Table 1.5-1 provides a list of the major permits, approvals, and 
consultations for the Project.  Sierrita would be responsible for applying for all 
permits and approvals required to construct and operate the Project, regardless 
of whether or not they appear in this table. 

LA1-85 As discussed in section 4.3.2.4, no identified section 303(d) impaired 
waterbodies are located within the Project area. 

LA1-86 Per Sierrita's consultations with ADEQ Stormwater and General Permits Unit, 
the oil and gas exemption (as established by the Energy Policy Act of 2005) 
applies to NPDES construction stormwater programs, and therefore oil and gas 
construction activities are conditionally exempt from permitting under 
AZG2013-001.  A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan is not required.  
However, mitigation measures have been incorporated into Sierrita’s Plan and 
Procedures that are generally consistent with stormwater programs. 

LA1-87 See response to comment LA1-86. 

LA1-88 See response to comment LA1-86. 
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.. 

 

 

LA1-89 Sierrita’s proposed construction right-of-way includes the area for topsoil and 
spoil storage and, therefore, the impacts on land uses, vegetation, soils, etc. 
include the area required for topsoil placement.  Figure 2.2.1-1 shows 
Sierrita’s typical right-of-way configuration and the placement area for topsoil 
within the construction right-of-way.  All areas impacted by placement of 
woody vegetation have been included in all required surveys. 

LA1-90 As stated in section 4.10.4, Sierrita would coordinate with state and local 
departments of transportation and land-managing agencies to obtain the 
required permits to operate trucks on public roads.  If damages occur as a 
direct result of Project-related activities, Sierrita would repair them as 
appropriate and in accordance with the applicable permit.  Following 
construction, temporary access roads would be restored to pre-construction 
condition or better unless otherwise requested by the landowner or land-
managing agency.   
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LA1-91 See responses to comments PM1-3 and NAT4-3. 

LA1-92 All substantive stakeholder comments received prior to the issuance of the 
draft EIS were included in our analysis.  Non-typical comments may be 
proceeded by “we received comments on,” whereas more general comments 
are discussed within the body of the document in conjunction with our normal 
evaluation of the resources.   

Notes from FERC staff’s meeting on Sierrita’s restoration methods in June 
2013 were placed into the record for further comment.   

While we have reviewed Sierrita’s construction and restoration plans and find 
them acceptable to reduce Project-related impacts identified in the EIS, we 
note that permitting agencies and private landowners may wish to have 
additional restoration and mitigation measures implemented on their property.  
As discussed in section 4.8.2.3, Sierrita would secure easements to convey 
both temporary (for construction) and permanent (for operation) rights-of-way 
on private lands.  Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific 
factors and/or development plans for their property be considered during 
easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account.   

The final EIS includes additional information provided by Sierrita and the 
cooperating agencies, as well as new or revised information based on 
substantive comments on the draft EIS.   

LA1-93 We disagree that the Project analysis is not fitted to the site and social 
conditions of the Altar Valley.   

Also see response to comment NAT4-3.   

The FERC also cooperated with agencies to understand the unique issues and 
resources that could be impacted by the Project.  The FERC has extensive 
knowledge of pipeline construction and mitigation measures used to reduce 
impacts.  

LA1-94 The FERC acknowledges and discloses the challenges associated with 
revegetation and restoration efforts in desert communities, particularly for the 
Sonoran Desertscrub community found in the northern half of the Project area, 
and the Mogollon Chaparral Scrubland found in the southern end of the Project 
area.  The FERC discloses that impacts on vegetation in these communities 
would be long-term to permanent due to the time required to reestablish the 
vegetation characteristics of these community types (an average of at least 76 
years) (see section 4.4.8).  However, as also described in section 4.4.8, 
revegetation success varies considerably and is dependent on a number of 
factors.  Studies have also shown that revegetation recovery times appear to be 
reduced where roots and seeds are not entirely removed, where soils are not 
compacted, where disturbed sites were colonized by early successional 
communities, where fertile island microsites were established, through direct 
plantings of seedlings, gully control, soil amendments, plant protection, and 
pitting.  Sierrita prepared and revised its plans based on consultations with 
federal, state, and local agencies, landowners, and local community groups, to 
include many of these measures in an effort to promote revegetation sooner 
than the 76-year timeframe described.   
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LA1-95 See response to comment LA1-93. 

LA1-96 See response to comment PM1-25.   

LA1-97 The EIS does not suggest that illegal activities would be eliminated to zero 
based on U.S. Border Patrol’s activities or Sierrita’s proposed mitigation 
measures to deter unauthorized use of the right-of-way.  The EIS instead 
acknowledges that while the proposed mitigation measures may help to deter 
some vehicular traffic, they may not completely deter off-road vehicle use or 
pedestrian traffic along the right-of-way.   

It is unreasonable to expect that the U.S. Border Patrol would halt its activities 
to promote successful restoration.   

Also see response to comment SA6-12. 

LA1-98 See response to comment SA6-4.   

In response to our recommendation in the draft EIS, Sierrita clarified that it 
would conduct noxious weed control, vegetation monitoring, and general 
maintenance activities within the right-of-way by pedestrian means.  Vehicle 
use along the permanent right-of-way is not anticipated for monitoring or 
general maintenance activities following final restoration and clean-up.  

Contrary to the Natural Resources, Parks, and Recreation’s comments, the EIS 
acknowledges in several resource discussions that the Project would have 
long-term to permanent impacts on resources.   

LA1-99 Section 4.8.1.1 has been updated to clarify that Sierrita would install 
temporary gates and fences to contain livestock in actively grazed areas in 
coordination with the landowner or land-managing agency.  As discussed in 
section 4.9.2, Sierrita would repair and replace fences that are damaged during 
construction and would monitor its right-of-way following construction, but 
would not maintain fences that are damaged after construction by entities other 
than Sierrita.  The easement agreement between Sierrita and the landowner or 
agency would specify compensation for damage to property during 
construction, loss of use during construction, loss of renewable and 
nonrenewable or other resources, and allowable uses of the permanent right-
of-way after construction.  The FERC does not engage in monetary 
negotiations between the company and the landowner or land-managing 
agency. 

LA1-100 As discussed in section 1.2.2, the FWS-AESO, BANWR, AGFD, and CBP are 
participating as cooperating agencies in the preparation of the EIS because 
they have special expertise on environmental resources associated with the 
Project.  Furthermore, comments on Sierrita’s plans from the public and 
agencies were solicited during the scoping period, a site visit, and the draft EIS 
comment period.   

The final EIS and Sierrita’s plans have been updated to incorporate comments 
from federal, state, and local agencies, landowners, local community groups, 
and the public to reflect site-specific and local conditions, as appropriate.  
These plans and comments have been filed with the FERC and are available 
for public comment. 
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LA1-101 See response to comment NAT4-3.   

The EIS does indeed discuss cumulative impacts on resources from the Project 
in a broader sense than just the pipeline right-of-way.   

LA1-102 See responses to comments PM1-47 and SA6-12.  

LA1-103 See response to comment PM1-11. 

 

 

 

LA1-104 Section 4.10.7 has been updated to provide clarification of FERC’s analysis of 
environmental justice, including disproportionate impacts and public 
involvement.  Section 4.10.7 provides our analysis of environmental justice 
consistent with FERC policy and regulations.   

 

  



LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 

Z-206 

 

 

  



LA1 – Pima County, County Administrator’s Office (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 

Z-207 

 

 

LA1-105 See responses to comments PM1-17, PM1-24, PM1-47, FA3-4, and SA6-12. 

LA1-106 Sierrita would be legally required to comply with any conditions included as a 
part of any Order.  As described in in section 5.2, if the Commission 
authorizes the Project, we recommend that the measures identified in section 
5.2 be included as specific conditions in the Commission’s Order.  These 
measures would further mitigate the environmental impact associated with 
construction and operation of the proposed Project in addition to those 
measures identified and proposed by Sierrita.   

LA1-107 The commenter’s statement regarding the construction schedule is noted.  Also 
see response to comment PM1-22.  

LA1-108 The Office of Conservation Science’s comment regarding fixing roads to a 
higher standard is noted.  As stated in section 4.10.4, Sierrita would restore 
temporary access roads to pre-construction condition or better unless otherwise 
requested by the landowner or land-managing agency. 

LA1-109 FERC is the lead federal agency that would oversee construction and 
restoration of the Project.  If FERC determines that restoration is not 
proceeding satisfactorily, or is contacted by a landowner with complaints 
regarding restoration, FERC would investigate and suggest possible 
remediation steps.  Sierrita would be legally required to comply with any 
Project requirements as agreed to or conditions as included as a part of any 
Order issuing Certificate.  If a company does not meet the conditions or 
regulations that apply to the Project, FERC has authority to refer the matter to 
its Office of Enforcement.   

LA1-110 Section 4.4.1 has been updated to provide more detailed information on native 
versus non-native grasslands within the Project area. 

LA1-111 Vegetation density would be determined according to the methodology 
established in section 5.1.1 of the Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring 
Document. 

LA1-112 Section 4.4.6 acknowledges that local land-managing agencies and 
landowners, including the AVCA and the BANWR, are currently 
implementing prescribed burns in Scrub-Grassland communities to reduce 
scrub, such as mesquite, snakeweed, and burroweed; rehabilitate native 
grasses; and improve wildlife habitat.  Prescribed burns generally occur in late 
spring/early summer.  Section 4.4.8.2 states that prior to construction, 
Sierrita’s land management and operations staff would coordinate with local 
managing agencies and landowners to discuss the schedule and procedures for 
prescribed fires in the vicinity or across the Project area.  These discussions 
would also include best management practices and safety practices to be 
implemented near Sierrita’s aboveground facilities.   
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LA1-113 Table 4.4.8-1 presents acreages of vegetation directly impacted by 

construction and operation activities.  Secondary (indirect) effects associated 
with disturbances to vegetation, such as fragmentation and edge impacts, are 
discussed qualitatively in section 4.4.8.1. 

LA1-114 Pima County’s comment regarding analyzing vegetation is noted.   

LA1-115 Refer to Abella, S.R. 2010.  Disturbance and Plant Succession in the Mojave 
and Sonoran Deserts of the American Southwest.  International Journal of 
Environmental Research and Public Health, 7: 1248-1284.  Heterogeneity with 
respect to landscapes refers to variation in landscape elements, such as 
patches, corridors, and boundaries.  Each landscape element provides different 
ecological functions.  For example, a corridor provides a connection between 
patches, such as a wildlife corridor (see section 4.5.3), and a patch may serve 
as a home range for a particular species.  The ecological functions provided by 
each of these landscape elements are important to maintaining the integrity of 
an ecosystem and, therefore, preserving the heterogeneity of the landscape is 
important. 

LA1-116 This is the general criteria that FERC uses for all pipeline projects to 
determine when restoration is successful.  

LA1-117 Section 4.5.1.1 has been updated to provide a qualitative discussion of the 
impacts of fragmentation and edge effects on various wildlife species.  Note 
that edge effects can have both beneficial and adverse impacts on wildlife 
species, depending on the species and their habitat requirements. 

LA1-118 For wildlife species that are not federally protected (sections 4.5.7 and 4.7.1), 
nor that have been identified as Arizona sensitive species (section 4.7.2), 
existing available data with regard to their populations suggest that these 
species are stable, and that the mitigation measures proposed by Sierrita in 
section 4.5.2 are sufficient to address potential impacts on these species within 
the Project area. 

LA1-119 The placement of cut woody vegetation within the right-of-way following 
construction is intended to provide stabilization, obstruct vehicular traffic, 
provide cover, and increase wildlife habitat value as an interim measure while 
other revegetation and restoration measures (e.g., transplanting and seeding) 
and natural processes are establishing.   

Also see response to comment LA1-20. 

In addition, as described in Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan, rocks removed from 
the land surface or subsoil would be stockpiled and placed back on the right-
of-way near the same location after construction; rock would not be imported 
nor moved to other portions of the right-of-way.   

LA1-120 As described in section 4.7.1.8, only one cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl nest 
was observed, located approximately 350 meters (1,148 feet) outside of the 
Project area.  The breeding pair used one cavity as a nest and another cavity 
for food storage.   
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LA1-120 
(cont’d) 

Western screech owl is included in table 4.5-1 as a wildlife species common to 
the Project area, and has been added to table 4.5.7-1, Migratory Birds with the 
Potential to Occur in the Project Area.  

LA1-121 Comment noted.  However, the portion of Brown Canyon that the Project 
crosses does not contain the appropriate nesting habitat for this species.  As 
described in table 4.7.1-1, this species nests in dense, wooded, streamside 
riparian habitats consisting of willow, cottonwood, velvet ash, Arizona walnut, 
mesquite, and tamarisk trees.  The FERC and Sierrita continue to consultation 
with the FWS on the effects of the Project on federally listed species.  The 
status of this species has been changed from candidate to proposed threatened 
in table 4.7.1-1. 

LA1-122 The 1 to 50 percent canopy cover levels is specific to jaguar habitat, and is 
based on the primary constituent elements described by the FWS for this 
species in section 4.7.1.1 under Critical Habitat.  Per the FWS, jaguar 
preferred habitat contains “1 to 50 percent canopy cover with Madrean 
evergreen woodland or semidesert grassland vegetation communities.”  
Therefore, in areas of jaguar critical habitat, Sierrita would restore cover 
densities to pre-construction levels, or to at least greater than 1 percent, but 
less than 50 percent canopy cover, consistent with the primary constituent 
elements. 
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LA1-123 Pima County’s comment regarding replacement of plants using genetic stock is 
noted.   

LA1-124 Based on our consultations with the FWS, we understand that there are limited 
data available on the successful transplantation of Pima pineapple cacti; 
however, we conclude that even if Sierrita could accomplish a 30 to 40 percent 
transplant survival rate, this would be beneficial to the species.  Therefore, in 
response to our recommendation in the draft EIS, Sierrita consulted with the 
FWS to develop an approach for transplanting and monitoring Pima pineapple 
cacti.   

LA1-125 The Sonoran desert tortoise suitable habitat figure (figure 4.7.1-8) has been 
updated to reflect that suitable habitat is found in both Sonoran Desertscrub 
and Semidesert Grassland community types, as described in the text in section 
4.7.1.7.   

LA1-126 As discussed in section 4.5.2, Sierrita would leave breaks in stockpiles at least 
10 feet wide approximately every 0.5 mile along the entire right-of-way.  The 
location of ramps and breaks may be extended by up to 0.2 mile if it coincides 
with the location of a natural break in the construction right-of-way, such as a 
road crossing, ephemeral wash crossing, or highway crossing, where a ramp or 
break would already occur as part of construction.  Sierrita would also install 
escape ramps adjacent to access roads crossed by the pipeline; each ramp 
would be sloped on each side (less than 45 degrees) to act as an escape ramp 
for any livestock/wildlife that happens to fall into or otherwise enter the 
trench. 

LA1-127 Table 4.7.2-1 has been updated to acknowledge the potential for the buff-
collared nightjar to use the Project area for foraging habitat; however, suitable 
nesting habitat (deciduous forest and pine-oak forests in rocky areas) is not 
found in the Project area. 

LA1-128 Mitigation measures for state sensitive wildlife species not otherwise protected 
by federal regulations would be the same as those described in section 4.5.2.  
Similarly, the measures to protect sensitive plant species not otherwise 
protected by federal regulations or the Arizona Native Plant Law are described 
under section 4.4.8.  Other mitigation measures for wildlife outside of the 
right-of-way, including off-site mitigation or compensation could be discussed 
with Sierrita during that agency’s permitting process. 

LA1-129 The Office of Conservation Science’s comment recommending that Sierrita 
meet with Pima County regarding impacts on section 10 mitigation lands is 
noted.  Section 4.8.2.2 addresses proposed section 10 mitigation lands.   

LA1-130 The cumulative impacts discussion does consider impacts outside of the 
immediate Project right-of-way. 
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LA1-131 Section 4.14 (Environmental Setting) has been updated to acknowledge the 
benefits of prescribed fires and controlled grazing.   

FERC can provide examples of numerous pipeline projects nationwide where 
soil stability and erosion have been successfully mitigated.  Although FERC 
has not overseen construction and restoration of any projects specific to the 
Altar Valley, we have overseen construction and restoration of projects in the 
southwest and other arid climates.  Three examples are:   

 EPNG’s Ducto de Nogales Lateral, Meter Station, and Border Crossing 
(FERC Docket Nos. CP01-41 and CP08-284) in Santa Cruz County, 
Arizona 

 TransCanada Pipelines Limited’s North Baja Pipeline Project (FERC 
Docket No. CP01-22) in La Paz County, Arizona and Riverside and 
Imperial Counties, California; and 

 EPNG’s Willcox Lateral 2013 Expansion Project (FERC Docket No. 
CP12-6) in Cochise County, Arizona. 

We note that these projects have illustrated that revegetation and soil stability 
can be achieved, and in areas where those parameters have not yet been met, 
FERC continues to monitor and request necessary remediation or corrective 
actions. 

LA1-132 Sierrita would not permanently remove soil or vegetation from the Project area 
with the exception of 10.2 acres required for aboveground facilities.  Sections 
4.4.8 and 4.4.9 have been updated to include information on the impacts of 
vegetation removal on carbon sequestration in deserts. 
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LA1-133 Sierrita’s Plan and Procedures require that Sierrita install erosion control 
measures at dry wash crossings as necessary, including during precipitation 
events (see section IV.F of Sierrita’s Plan).   

LA1-134 We conclude that the measure sin Sierrita’s revised Plan and Procedures would 
effectively minimize the potential for off-site erosion during construction.  If 
the Commission’s compliance monitor observes a construction activity that 
violates (is not in compliance with) the Project specifications, the monitor 
would issue a noncompliance report and include the report in its daily and 
weekly reports provided to the Commission.  Resolution of noncompliance 
activities would involve close coordination between the EIs and Sierrita’s 
contractor supervisory personnel to ensure that the corrective measures are 
properly understood and implemented.  The EI would confirm that corrective 
actions have been completed and document the resolution in the required 
weekly status report filings submitted to the FERC.  Sierrita would also be 
legally required to comply with any Project requirements as agreed to or 
conditions included as a part of any Order issuing Certificate.   

LA1-135 See response to comment LA1-20. 

Also, as noted in section 4.0 of Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan, rocks removed 
from the land surface or subsoil would be stockpiled and placed back on the 
right-of-way near the same location after construction.  The rocks, where 
present and where useful for reclamation, would be windrowed adjacent to the 
topsoil stockpiles.  Rock would be separated from the topsoil and placed on the 
construction right-of-way or in temporary workspaces for use in erosion 
control or unauthorized access controls or if requested by the landowner or 
land management agency.  In addition, section V.A.3 has been revised to state 
that “rock that is not returned to the trench should be considered construction 
debris, unless the rock is to be used to impede access (with landowner 
approval)….” 

LA1-136 Section 6.2 of Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan has been revised to include a table 
specifying seed application mix, method, and timing by milepost based on 
consultations with the NRCS. 

LA1-137 The Office of Conservation Science’s comment regarding seed sources for 
Sierrita’s consideration is noted.  Sierrita committed to consulting with the 
NRCS on the composition of seed mixes and use of locally collected seed mix 
prior to construction.   

LA1-138 The Office of Conservation Science’s comment regarding references in the 
Reclamation Plan is noted.  Please note that Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan is not 
a FERC-produced document. 

LA1-139 Comment noted.  Please note that Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan is not a FERC-
produced document.  While we recognize that sound scientific methods are 
appropriate, we note that it is at Sierrita’s discretion to make changes 
recommended by parties other than landowners and land-managing and/or 
permitting agencies.   
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LA1-140 See response to comment LA1-139. 

LA1-141 Sierrita would implement the measures provided in Sierrita's revised Noxious 
Weed Control Plan, and to control the spread of noxious weeds during 
construction (e.g., the use of equipment wash stations), and the Post-
Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to monitor noxious weed 
within both the construction right-of-way and the undisturbed 300-foot-wide 
survey corridor post-construction.  Noxious weed populations would be treated 
if the percent cover is greater within the right-of-way than the percent cover of 
the same species outside of the right-of-way.  Sierrita would work with the 
ASLD to also treat areas within the survey corridor to the extent practicable on 
ASLD property. 

LA1-142 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document  based 
on consultations with federal, state, and local agencies, local landowners, and 
local community groups, and includes performance criteria for species 
composition and frequency (see section 5.1.1).  

LA1-143 Section 6.0 of Sierrita’s Noxious Weed Control Plan discusses equipment 
cleaning. 
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LA1-144 Comment noted.  Please note that Sierrita’s Noxious Weed Control Plan is not 
a FERC-produced document. 
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LA2 – City of Nogales 

Local Agency Comments 

Z-215 

 

 

  



LA2 – City of Nogales (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 

Z-216 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA2-1 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, PM1-9, and PM1-41. 

 

  



LA2 – City of Nogales (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 

Z-217 

 

 

  



LA2 – City of Nogales (cont’d) 

Local Agency Comments 

Z-218 

 

 

 

 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

 

  



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO1 – Santa Margarita Ranch, Inc. 

Company and Organization Comments 

Z-219 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO1-1 See responses to comments SA9-28 and LA1-99.  

 

  



CO1 – Santa Margarita Ranch, Inc. (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-220 

 

 

 

 

CO1-2 Section 4.9.1 has been updated to acknowledge remote employee housing 
where illegal activities might be directed to as a result of the Project.   

 

 

 

CO1-3 See responses to comments PM1-17, FA3-4, and SA6-12. 

 

 

 

CO1-4 As discussed in section 4.4.8, the primarily grass component of the mixed 
grass-scrub community, which accounts for about 53 percent of the vegetation 
impacted by the Project, would be expected to recover rapidly, in 2 years or 
less; however, species richness may take longer to recover, ranging from an 
average of 2 to 13 years.  The recovery of perennial grasses, however, can take 
longer, especially if invasive or noxious grasses colonize the disturbed area.  
The EIS acknowledges that the duration of the recovery and species 
composition of grasses is greatly influenced by climate and short-term 
precipitation following reclamation, as noted by the Santa Margarita Ranch’s 
comment. 

Also see response to comment SA6-12. 

CO1-5 Section 4.10.5 addresses Project-related impacts on property values.  As noted 
in section 4.10.5, each potential purchaser has different criteria and differing 
capabilities to purchase land. 

CO1-6 See responses to comments PM1-4 and PM1-6. 

  



CO1 – Santa Margarita Ranch, Inc. (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-221 

 

 

CO1-7 See response to comment PM1-10. 

The EIS addresses the Project’s impacts on topography, ecology, hydrology, 
security, socioeconomics, and other issues such as land use, cultural resources, 
and soils.   

CO1-8 The Santa Margarita Ranch’s concern regarding the Project’s crossing of the 
Altar Valley is noted.   

Also see responses to comments PM1-17, FA3-4, and SA6-12.  

CO1-9 Section 4.9.1 acknowledges that the right-of-way could create a new north-
south travel corridor for existing illegal activity within the Altar Valley.  
Section 4.10.3 acknowledges that the Pima County Sheriff’s Department 
believes that illegal immigration activities would likely increase in the Altar 
Valley as a result of the Project and the costs associated with increased 
enforcement controls and incident investigations.   

CO1-10 See responses to comments PM1-17, PM1-24, FA3-4, SA6-12, and SA9-8. 

CO1-11 The easement agreement between Sierrita and the landowner or agency would 
specify compensation for damage to property during construction, loss of use 
during construction, loss of renewable and nonrenewable or other resources, 
and allowable uses of the permanent right-of-way after construction.  The 
FERC does not engage in monetary negotiations between the company and the 
landowner or land-managing agency. 

Sierrita would be legally required to comply with any Project requirements as 
agreed to or conditions as included as a part of any Order issuing Certificate.  
If a company does not meet the conditions or regulations that apply to the 
Project, FERC has authority to refer the matter to its Office of Enforcement.  

CO1-12 The Santa Margarita Ranch’s comment that a formal mitigation monitoring 
team consisting of landowners and local land management agencies to monitor 
the pipeline corridor for at least 10 years after construction is noted.   

As described in section 4.8.3.1, we recognize that during or after construction, 
issues or complaints may develop that were not addressed during the 
environmental proceedings at the Commission and it is imperative that 
landowners continue to have an avenue to contact Sierrita’s representatives.  
We are recommending in section 5.2 that as part of its Implementation Plan, 
Sierrita file weekly status reports until all construction and restoration 
activities are complete that detail, amongst other things, a description of any 
landowner/resident complaints which may relate to compliance with the 
requirements of any Order, and the measures taken to satisfy their concerns.  A 
third-party compliance monitor under the direction of the FERC would be 
onsite daily during construction documenting Sierrita’s construction and 
restoration through about the time the pipeline would be placed into service.
 

  



CO1 – Santa Margarita Ranch, Inc. (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-222 

 

CO1-12 
(cont’d) 

FERC staff would periodically inspect the Project during construction and 
restoration to ensure restoration occurs and, if any issues arise, they are 
addressed.  The third-party monitors would also consult with FERC staff as 
needed during construction and restoration. 

Furthermore, the FERC would continue its oversight of the Project area after 
construction by conducting its own compliance inspections.  The FERC would 
require Sierrita to continue its revegetation efforts until the FERC determines 
that restoration is successful, which, as noted throughout the EIS, may take 
decades. 

 

 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO2 – Santarella & Eckert, LLC 

Company and Organization Comments 

Z-223 

 

 

  



CO2 – Santarella & Eckert, LLC (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-224 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
CO2-1 The Western Ranchers Alliance’s, Rocky Mountain Environmental Labor 

Coalition’s, and the United Association, Pipeliners Local No. 798’s comments 
supporting the economic benefits of the Project are noted.   

 

  



CO2 – Santarella & Eckert, LLC (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-225 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO2-2 Section 4.13 addresses the potential safety impacts associated with the Project.  
The Western Ranchers Alliance’s, Rocky Mountain Environmental Labor 
Coalition’s, and the United Association, Pipeliners Local No. 798’s comments 
supporting employment of trained workers and safe pipeline construction are 
noted. 

 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO3 – University of California, Berkeley, Department of Geology 

Company and Organization Comments 

Z-226 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO3-1 The statement that “areas disturbed by pipeline construction would begin to 
resemble the surrounding area after at least 20 years” is not a promise and is, 
as stated in the same sentence, based on visual simulations, which were 
conducted at specific locations.  As acknowledged throughout the EIS and 
discussed in detail in section 4.4.8, some affected vegetation types may be re-
established in 2 years or less; however, species richness may take longer to 
recover, ranging from an average of 2 to 13 years.  Other vegetation types, 
however, are acknowledged to take an average of 76 years to obtain full 
establishment of perennial plant coverage and 215 years to recover species 
composition typical of undisturbed areas.  

CO3-2 See responses to comments PM1-8 and LA1-97. 

 

  



CO3 – University of California, Berkeley, Department of Geology (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-227 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
CO3-3 The statement that “in some cases, scrub has completely taken over the 

grasses, such as with mesquite stands near Portal, Paradise, and Douglas, 
Arizona (Bennett et al., 2004)” has been removed.  As discussed in section 
4.4.8.2, prior to construction, Sierrita’s land management and operations staff 
would coordinate with local managing agencies and landowners to discuss the 
schedule and procedures for prescribed fires in the vicinity or across the 
Project area.  These discussions would also include best management practices 
and safety practices to be implemented near Sierrita’s aboveground facilities.   

 

 

CO3-4 Based on information obtained from local agency staff during a field visit in 
December 2013, the pipeline in Mexico is currently being constructed and 
construction is visible from the U.S.-Mexico border.  Further, based on 
information from Sierrita, the Sasabe‐Guaymas Pipeline in Mexico is 
anticipated to be ready for service by September 30, 2014. 

CO3-5 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-9, and PM1-10. 

CO3-6 The commenter’s statement that private and state lands of the Altar Valley are 
as important to the conservation of biodiversity and endangered species as 
FWS lands is noted. 

Also see response to comment PM1-10. 

 



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection 

Company and Organization Comments 

Z-228 

 

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-229 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO4-1 The commenter’s preference for the No Action Alternative is noted. 

CO4-2 The Coalition’s comment regarding a supplemental draft EIS is noted.   

CO4-3 See response to comment PM1-4. 

 

 

 

 

CO4-4 See response to comment NAT4-3.   

Sierrita’s proposed mitigation measures along with our recommendations 
would reduce the Project-related impacts identified in the EIS.  Further, FERC 
staff continue to consult with the FWS-AESO regarding impacts on the Pima 
pineapple cactus.   

CO4-5 See responses to comments PM1-4 and PM1-6. 

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-230 

 

 
CO4-6 See response to comment PM1-6. 

CO4-7 In accordance with section 7 of the ESA, the FERC, as the lead federal agency 
for the Project, and in coordination with the FWS, must ensure that any action 
authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency does not jeopardize the 
continued existence of a federally listed threatened or endangered species or 
result in the adverse modification of the designated critical habitat of a 
federally listed species.    

As discussed in section 4.7.1, we describe the primary threats to the jaguar and 
its designated critical habitat, northern Mexican gartersnake and its proposed 
critical habitat, Chiricahua leopard frog and its designated critical habitat, 
lesser long-nosed bat, masked bobwhite quail, Sonoran desert tortoise, and the 
cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (although currently delisted), and address 
Project-related impacts from construction, including fragmentation.  Sierrita 
proposed conservation measures for each of these species, outlined in their 
respective sections under section 4.7.1, that we determined would reduce 
potential impacts resulting from construction and operation activities to may 
affect, but not likely to adversely affect these species or their habitat. 

The FWS has not yet issued the Biological Opinion for the Project.  When the 
opinion is received, it would be available for viewing on the FERC website 
(www.ferc.gov) under Docket Nos. CP13-73 and CP13-74.   

CO4-8 Section 4.5.3 describes the various wildlife linkages and wildlife movement 
corridors that have been mapped by the AGFD, Arizona Wildlife Linkages 
Workgroup, and Pima County, and the potential impacts of the Project’s 
construction and operations activities on these areas.   

CO4-9 Sierrita filed revised restoration plans since issuance of the draft EIS, which 
have been available for public review since December 2013.  Sierrita’s revised 
Plan, Procedures, Reclamation Plan, and Post-Construction Vegetation 
Monitoring Document are included as appendices of the final EIS.   

We reviewed these plans and find them acceptable to reduce Project-related 
impacts identified in the EIS.   

CO4-10 The Coalition’s comment regarding a supplemental draft EIS is noted.   

CO4-11 Sierrita addressed FERC staff’s comments on draft Resource Reports 1 and 10 
regarding the purpose and need of the Project in subsequent filings of its 
resource reports.  We note that this was staff’s effort to understand the 
objectives of the Project in order to develop our NEPA analysis.  Further, we 
note that the facilities in Mexico are not under the jurisdiction of the FERC. 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-231 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO4-12 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, PM1-9, and PM2-3. 

A project’s need is established by the FERC when it determines whether a 
project is required by the public convenience and necessity.  The FERC’s 
Certificate Policy Statement provides guidance as to how the Commission 
evaluates proposals for new construction, and establishes criteria for 
determining whether there is a need for a proposed project and whether it 
would serve the public interest.  The Certificate Policy Statement explains that 
in deciding whether to authorize the construction of major new pipeline 
facilities, the Commission balances the anticipated public benefits against the 
potential adverse consequences.  The Commission’s goal is to give appropriate 
consideration to the enhancement of competitive transportation alternatives, 
the possibility of overbuilding, subsidization by existing customers, the 
applicant’s responsibility for unsubscribed capacity, avoiding the unnecessary 
exercise of eminent domain and disruptions of the environment.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-13 See responses to comments PM1-6 and CO4-12.  We note the objective of the 
proposed Project is to provide natural gas transportation services of up to 
200,846 Dth/d to the U.S.-Mexico border near Sasabe, Arizona.  The pipeline 
facilities in Mexico are not under the jurisdiction of the FERC. 

CO4-14 See responses to comments PM1-4 and PM1-9. 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-232 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO4-15 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, PM1-9, and CO4-12. 

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-233 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-16 The Coalition’s comments regarding use of the right-of-way following 
construction are noted.  Also see responses to comments PM1-8 and SA6-12. 

It is unreasonable to expect that the U.S. Border Patrol would halt its activities 
to promote successful restoration.   

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-234 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO4-17 The commenter’s preference for the No Action Alternative is noted. 

CO4-18 The Coalition’s support of measures to prevent or discourage unauthorized 
uses and protection of riparian areas is noted.  Sierrita does not propose to 
construct or install walls or vehicle barriers to deter unauthorized use of the 
right-of-way that would decrease landscape permeability for wildlife.   

CO4-19 The impacts associated with clearing and road use are discussed throughout 
the EIS. 

CO4-20 See response to comment NAT4-3. 

The EIS examines cumulative impacts in the context of how the proposed 
Project would contribute to the known impacts associated with the other 
projects identified in section 4.14. 

CO4-21 We are considering the comment to mean “road” in the terms of access road.  
The proposed right-of-way is not a road, is not proposed as a permanent road, 
and the measures contained within the various plans submitted by Sierrita 
would prevent this right-of-way from becoming a road.  Sierrita is proposing 
to use existing access roads for temporary right-of-way access during 
construction; although unsuitable access roads may be improved through 
grading and/or widening to allow for equipment and materials movement to 
the construction right-of-way.  Impacts on vegetation from the use of access 
roads (i.e., soil compaction, dust deposition, introduction and transport of 
noxious weeds, increased access to Project area) are described in section 4.4.8.  
Impacts on wildlife species from use of access roads are discussed as 
appropriate in sections 4.5.2 and 4.7.1. 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-235 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO4-22 Table 4.7.1-1 presents and sections 4.7.1.1 through 4.7.15 discuss federally 

listed species that may be affected by the Project.  Species in table 4.7.1-1 that 
are identified as not being impacted by the Project (i.e., No Effect) have been 
eliminated from further consideration and are not addressed further in the EIS.  

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-236 

 

 

 

 

CO4-23 As discussed in section 4.7.1, species of special concern do not receive federal 
protection under the ESA.  However, we analyzed Project-related impacts on 
the cactus ferruginous pygmy owl.  Also, section 4.7.2 addresses state-
sensitive species, which includes several federal species of special concern.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO4-24 See response to comment CO4-22.   

 
CO4-25 In accordance with the ESA, we are consulting with the FWS-AESO regarding 

the Project-related impacts on the federally listed jaguar.  Section 4.7.1.1 
addresses the jaguar and its designated critical habitat.   

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-237 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
CO4-26 Comment noted.  Sections 4.4.8 and 4.5.2 include a discussion of the potential 

impacts of the Project on vegetation and wildlife species and the proposed 
mitigation measures to address these impacts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-27 Comment noted.  Section 4.5.3 includes a discussion of the potential impacts 
of the Project on wildlife corridors.  

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-238 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-28 Wildlife linkages and impacts on them are discussed in section 4.5.3.   

See response to comment CO4-25.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO4-29 See response to comment CO4-25. 

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-239 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-30 See response to comment CO4-25.  In addition, on October 30, 2013, we 
provided the FWS our BA for the Project within the draft EIS.  At that time, 
we entered into conference for proposed jaguar critical habitat.  However, on 
March 5, 2014, the FWS published a final rule establishing critical habitat for 
the jaguar.  The final rule takes effect on April 4, 2014.  If the Project is 
approved, construction would take place within designated critical habitat after 
the effective date of the rule.  Therefore, on March 5, 2014, we informed the 
FWS that we have updated our determination of effect for jaguar critical 
habitat to may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect.  We are seeking the 
FWS’ concurrence with this determination as a part of our section 7 
consultation for the Project. 

 

 

 

 

CO4-31 The Coalition’s comment regarding the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl’s range 
is noted.   

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-240 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-32 Section 4.7.1.8 describes Sierrita’s proposed mitigation measures to avoid 
adversely impacting the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl.  Section 4.5.2.1 
addresses Project-related impacts on habitat fragmentation. 

 

 

 

 

CO4-33 The Coalition’s comment regarding a supplemental draft EIS is noted.   

 

 

 

 

 

 
CO4-34 Sections 4.2.1.1 and 4.2.3.6 discuss erosion potential as a result of the Project 

and potential impacts on waterbodies, along with Sierrita’s proposed 
mitigation measures to reduce erosion and sedimentation.   

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-241 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
CO4-35 Section 4.2.1.1 discusses erosion potential as a result of the Project, along with 

Sierrita’s proposed mitigation measures to reduce erosion and sedimentation.  
As discussed in section 4.9.2, Sierrita proposed several restoration measures to 
deter use of the right-of-way following construction so that it is not used in 
perpetuity.  Sierrita would not create nor maintain a road for its use along the 
permanent right-of-way.  The EIS acknowledges that the proposed mitigation 
measures may not completely deter off-road vehicle use or pedestrian traffic 
along the right-of-way, but they may help to deter vehicular traffic.   

CO4-36 Cultural resources surveys have been completed along the entire proposed 
Project’s area of potential effect.  Further, the FERC has consulted with 
federally recognized Indian tribes with an interest in the Project area, including 
the Tohono O’odham Nation. 

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-242 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-37 Sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.8.2 address the MSCP and the Maeveen Marie Behan 
Conservation Lands System lands, and have been updated to clarify the 
conservation lands system area crossed and its guidelines.   

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-243 

 

 

 

CO4-38 Sierrita would apply for all necessary federal, state, and local permits prior to 
construction.  FERC staff expects that additional information or commitments 
by the land-managing agency necessary for it to process Sierrita’s permit 
application (in addition to that described in the EIS) would be requested of 
Sierrita by the permitting agency during the permitting process or included as a 
permit requirement.  Furthermore, Sierrita would need to comply with 
conditions or specific mitigation measures provided in non-federal agency 
permits, to the extent that such permits do not unreasonably delay, conflict 
with, or prevent implementation of federal requirements. 

The value of Pima County fee lands, Pima County leased lands (from the 
ASLD), and state trust lands would be negotiated between the landowner or 
land-managing agency and Sierrita.  These negotiations would determine the 
value of the land that Sierrita would obtain as easement from for its pipeline.  
For example, for state trust lands, Sierrita would make a one-time payment to 
the ASLD based on land values determined by an ASLD appraisal that would 
cover the cost of the 50-year right-of-way and temporary workspace necessary 
for construction.  While Sierrita’s permit applications are under review and an 
appraisal of land value is pending, it is possible that the agency could assign a 
value to the land that reflects the “cost” of placing a pipeline easement on it.  
The FERC does not engage in monetary negotiations between the company 
and the landowner or land-managing agency. 

Section 4.8.2.2 addresses impacts on lands being proposed under a section 10 
of the ESA permit. 

CO4-39 As discussed in section 4.8.1.1, prescribed burns would be allowed to occur 
during pipeline operation.  Therefore, we anticipate that the AVCA Fire 
Management Plan would be minimally impacted; however, prescribed burns in 
proximity to temporary construction activities and personnel might need to be 
modified for safety reasons during active construction.   

 

 
CO4-40 The Coalition’s comment regarding BANWR’s pending review of Sierrita’s 

request to use access roads owned and maintained by the FWS is noted.   

Also see response to comment PM1-4. 

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 
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CO4-41 Section 4.8.2.1 addresses potential Project-related direct and indirect impacts 
on the BANWR.   

Also see response to comment NAT4-3.   

 

 

 

CO4-42 As discussed in section 4.8.4, impacts on recreation and special interest areas 
would be temporary and limited to the period of active construction, which 
typically would last only several days to several weeks in any one area, with 
the exception of the visual effects of cleared right-of-way, which would 
represent a long-term to permanent impact on recreationalists depending on the 
vegetation type and viewshed.   

Section 4.10.6 discusses economic impacts of the Project on the economy and 
tax revenues, including updates per information from Pima County, as well as 
impacts on ecotourism and ranching.   

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-245 

 

 
CO4-43 Section 4.14 has been updated to include information regarding the proposed 

SunZia transmission line project.  The Southline transmission line project is 
included as a reasonably foreseeable project listed in table 4.14-1 and is 
addressed in section 4.14.   

CO4-44 FERC’s authority under the NGA and NEPA review requirements relate only 
to natural gas facilities that are involved in interstate commerce.  Thus, the 
facilities associated with the production of natural gas, such as hydraulic 
fracturing activities, are not under FERC jurisdiction.  The development of 
these areas, which is regulated by the states, continues to drive the need for 
takeaway interstate pipeline capacity to allow the gas to reach markets.  
Therefore, companies are planning and building interstate transmission 
facilities in response to this new source of gas supply.  In addition, many 
production facilities have already been permitted and/or constructed in various 
regions of the country, geographically remote from the Project area, creating a 
network through which natural gas may flow along various pathways to local 
users or the interstate pipeline system.  If production facilities had been 
identified within a reasonable proximity to the Project, we would have 
considered them within the context of cumulative impacts in the Project area.  
Areas that are geographically removed from the Project and do not contribute 
to impacts within the Project area are not included in our cumulative impacts 
analysis.   

Also, FERC cannot estimate exactly where the natural gas volumes would 
come from due to the interconnected nature of interstate natural gas 
transmission, and how much, if any, would be new production “attributable” to 
the Project.  Sources which could produce gas that might ultimately flow to 
this Project might be developed in any part of the United States.  Emissions 
associated with the end use (electric generation facilities) would be 
experienced in Mexico and are subject to that country’s rules and regulations. 

CO4-45 Project-related impacts resulting from the use and modification of existing 
roads is addressed throughout the EIS.  Additionally, several road projects are 
included as reasonably foreseeable projects listed in table 4.14-1 and addressed 
in section 4.14.  Section 4.14 (Environmental Setting) notes that road and trail 
use and formation disturbs and compacts soils resulting in increased wind and 
water erosion, tramples and removes vegetation, and may introduce and/or 
spread noxious and/or invasive species, and have made it difficult to re-
establish native vegetation and have in several locations established trails that 
are easily susceptible to erosion and the formation of additional dry washes 
and gullies.  Section 4.14 (Environmental Setting) has been updated to include 
fragmentation as an impact from these projects.  

CO4-46 The Project would not require the construction or operation of new 
infrastructure (e.g., roads, housing) needed to accommodate construction 
workers, and therefore would not contribute to a cumulative impact specific to 
infrastructure. 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-246 

 

CO4-47 Section 4.14.10 addresses cumulative impacts on illegal immigration and drug 
trafficking and border safety and security issues.  This section was developed 
in consultation with the CBP based on its expertise in these matters. 

CO4-48 Section 4.14.14 addresses cumulative impacts on climate change.   
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Z-247 

 

 

 

CO4-49 Section 4.14.14 addresses cumulative impacts on climate change.   

 

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-248 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-50 The following sections discuss potential impacts and the proposed mitigation 
measures to address these impacts: aesthetic intrusion (section 4.8.5), habitat 
fragmentation (section 4.5.2.1), endangered species and critical habitat (section 
4.7.1), Arizona sensitive species (section 4.7.2), unauthorized access (section 
4.9.2), critical habitat (section 4.7.1), and Pima County mitigation lands 
(section 4.8.2.2).   

Also see responses to comments PM1-6 and PM1-17. 

CO4-51 Sierrita’s proposed mitigation measures are described throughout the EIS as 
well as in the construction and restoration plans included as appendices of the 
EIS.  Also see responses to comments PM1-17 and PM1-24.   

Other mitigation measures for areas located outside of the right-of-way, 
including off-site mitigation or compensation, would be negotiated between 
Sierrita and the landowner or land-managing agency during the easement 
negotiation and/or permitting process.  We are not aware of any areas outside 
of the Project that would be affected or acquired for mitigation purposes. 

CO4-52 Section 4.8.2.1 addresses potential Project-related indirect impacts on the 
BANWR.  Sierrita would adopt the construction and restoration measures 
described in its Plan, Procedures, Reclamation Plan, and Fugitive Dust 
Control Plan to adequately minimize indirect impacts such as off right-of-way 
erosion and dust.   

CO4-53 Refer to the following sections for a description of the proposed mitigation to 
minimize impacts on critical habitat: section 4.7.1.1 (designated jaguar critical 
habitat) and 4.7.1.6 (northern Mexican gartersnake proposed critical habitat), 
and section 4.5.1.3 (Chiricahua leopard frog designated critical habitat).  
Section 4.7.1.5 includes a discussion of proposed mitigation for direct take of 
Pima pineapple cactus. 

Section 4.8.2.2 addresses Project-related impacts on state and county lands.   
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CO4-54 The Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring 

Document have been developed by Sierrita and are not FERC documents, 
although we reviewed them to ensure they meet acceptable thresholds and 
standards to reduce Project impacts.  While we recognize that sound scientific 
methods are appropriate, we note that it is at Sierrita’s discretion to make 
changes recommended by parties other than landowners and land-managing 
and/or permitting agencies.  We note, however, that FERC is the lead federal 
agency that would oversee construction and restoration of the Project.  As 
such, FERC would oversee Sierrita’s compliance with its construction 
procedures and mitigation measures described in its applications and 
supplements including responses to staff data requests and as identified in the 
EIS, unless modified by any Order, and ensure that Sierrita fulfills the intent of 
its various Project-related plans.  Sierrita would also be legally required to 
comply with any Project requirements as agreed to or conditions included as a 
part of any Order issuing Certificate.  If Sierrita does not meet FERC 
regulations and requirements that apply to the Project, FERC has authority to 
stop work or to refer the matter to its Office of Enforcement. 

CO4-55 The Coalition’s comment regarding the use of Kinder Morgan and Sierrita 
interchangeably in the Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document is 
noted.  Sierrita is an affiliate of EPNG, which is owned by Kinder Morgan.   

CO4-56 Based on clarification from Sierrita, the term “nominal” is used in the 
document in reference to existing as something in name only because the 
proposed right-of-way is not consistently 100 feet wide.   

CO4-57 Monitoring would occur within the Project area (areas disturbed by 
construction).  Access roads would be monitored following different protocols 
(see section 5.2 of the Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document).  
Sierrita would be required to restore all areas to pre-construction conditions 
except where requested by the landowner or land-managing agency and at 
permanent aboveground facilities where the land use would change. 

CO4-58 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to 
include private lands if requested by the landowner. 

CO4-59 Sierrita’s revised Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document states 
that monitoring would begin in the late summer following construction and 
after all seeding and transplanting efforts are complete, and would continue 
annually for at least 5 years.  Both seeding and transplanting efforts would be 
monitoring in late summer to assess annual growth inclusive of both winter 
and monsoon growth.   

Sierrita committed to evaluating the addition of spring monitoring based on 
consultations with the NRCS on seed mixes that represent both the spring and 
late summer/monsoon/fall growing seasons.  We recommended in section 
4.4.8.2 of the final EIS that prior to construction Sierrita file revised versions 
of its Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring
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CO4-59 
(cont’d) 

Document that identify Sierrita’s final seed mixes and rates developed in 
consultation with the NRCS and based on proposed seeding schedule(s).   

CO4-60 Section 5.1.1 has been updated to include species composition, frequency, 
density, and dominance as performance criteria. 

CO4-61 The Coalition’s comments regarding monitor qualifications are noted.  Sierrita 
would be responsible for selection of its EIs, who, as noted in Sierrita’s 
Procedures would have “knowledge of the wetland and waterbody conditions 
in the project area.”  FERC would select its own third-party monitors. 

CO4-62 It would be inappropriate to replace restoration with revegetation throughout 
the final EIS.  As explained in section 5.0 of Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan, 
revegetation is one component of restoration of the right-of-way.  As section 
5.0 of the Plan explains, “Restoration of the right-of-way following pipeline 
installation involves backfilling the excavated trench, replacing stockpiled 
subsoil and topsoil, restoring pre-existing contours, installing permanent 
erosion control structures (e.g., water bars/slope breakers), and establishing 
native vegetation as described in the following sections.”  Sierrita's plan for 
revegetation is further described in section 6.0 of the Plan.  
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CO4-63 Sections 4.4.4 and 4.4.8.2 include discussions on Arizona native plants.  

Sierrita conducted field surveys to identify native plants protected by the ADA 
on state-owned lands.  Sierrita estimates that the total number of protected and 
other Arizona native plants located within the 50-foot-wide permanent right-
of-way is 34,818 plants.  In addition, 142 Pima pineapple cactus were 
identified by Sierrita within the Project study area, of which 97 were within the 
pipeline construction workspace, and 2 were within 25 feet of access roads 
(see section 4.7.1.5). 

In addition, Sierrita committed to avoiding Pima pineapple cactus and saguaro 
cactus, where practicable, and transplanting these species onto or adjacent to 
the right-of-way where avoidance is not possible.  In addition, Sierrita would 
assess approximately 50 percent of the Agave parviflora found on the right-of-
way and transplant the healthy and viable plants (approximately 30 percent) 
adjacent to the right-of-way.  Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation 
Monitoring Document to describe the salvaging and transplantation procedures 
for these species. 

CO4-64 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document 
accordingly. 

CO4-65 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to state 
that Sierrita remains responsible for overall restoration of the right-of-way.  
Should Sierrita personnel, agency personnel, or members of the public identify 
specific areas of concern not included in the monitoring program, Sierrita 
committed to assessing the success of the restoration at such locations and 
taking corrective action if agreed is necessary with the ASLD or landowner. 

CO4-66 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to 
include 10 riparian habitat monitoring plots. 

CO4-67 Table 6-3 of the revised Reclamation Plan provides seed mix, seeding method, 
and seeding timing by milepost. 

CO4-68 Table 6-3 of the revised Reclamation Plan provides seed mix, seeding method, 
and seeding timing by milepost.  Sierrita committed to consulting with the 
NRCS on the use of ESDs in the planning of revegetation and monitoring 
activities prior to construction.  We recommended in section 4.4.8.2 of the 
final EIS that prior to construction Sierrita file revised versions of its 
Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document 
that identifies Sierrita’s final seed mixes and rates developed in consultation 
with the NRCS and based on proposed seeding schedule(s), and associated 
updates to the number and location of monitoring plots. 

CO4-69 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to 
include the salvaging and transplantation of Pima pineapple cacti, saguaro 
cacti, and agave species. 
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CO4-70 See response to comment SA6-7. 

 

 

CO4-71 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to 
clarify that Sierrita would randomly select monitoring sites in 20 non-riparian 
areas and 10 riparian areas. 

CO4-72 As discussed with the agencies, this statement is to provide a means to ensure 
that the initial location of the plot it is not within an existing road, livestock 
tank approach, or other manmade feature. 

 
 

CO4-73 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document with a 
reformatted Figure 2 that removes references to previous projects.   

CO4-74 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to 
globally revise the term “quadrant” to “quadrat.”   

CO4-75 See response to comment CO4-71. 

CO4-76 See response to comment SA6-15. 

 

CO4-77 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to 
clarify that the control plots would be measured with the same methods as the 
monitoring plots.   

CO4-78 The intent of this methodology is to eliminate sites that are not representative 
of the overall condition of the right-of-way.  Sierrita would relocate sites up to 
300 feet to a location that would provide better representation of the overall 
condition of the right-of-way.  For example, if a random plot was located 
immediately adjacent to a livestock tank, access road, or similar feature, 
Sierrita would shift and relocate the plot to a new location, up to 300 feet, due 
to the fact that the original random plot site would not be representative of the 
overall condition of the right-of-way.   

CO4-79 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to 
include pedestrian traffic in Table 2 as a potential impact.   

  



CO4 – Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection (cont’d) 

 Company and Organization Comments 

Z-253 

 

 
CO4-80 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to 

incorporate the salvaging and transplantation of Pima pineapple cactus, 
Palmer’s agave and Agave parviflora. 

CO4-81 Standard Operating Procedures for Saguaro Cactus and Palmer’s Agave 
Monitoring have been included by Sierrita as Appendix B to the Post-
Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document.  Sierrita also revised its Plan 
to specify that Sierrita would monitor transplanted saguaro cactus for at least 5 
years following transplanting. 

CO4-82 Section 4.4.5 of the final EIS includes a summary table and figures.   

CO4-83 Sierrita committed to managing non-native species and noxious weeds as 
classified by the ADA as prohibited, regulated, and/or restricted in accordance 
with Arizona Administrative Code R3-4-244 and R3-4-245.  Section 4.4.5 
describes the 11 non-native species that were identified within the Project area 
during noxious weed surveys, of which 5 species are identified by the ADA as 
prohibited, regulated, and/or restricted noxious weeds.  The potential spread of 
these weeds would be controlled by implementation of Sierrita’s Noxious 
Weed Control Plan. 

CO4-84 Section 4.4.8.2 of the final EIS acknowledges that land-disturbing activities 
such as construction of the Project may facilitate the spread of noxious weeds.  
Sierrita would implement the measures provided in Sierrita's Noxious Weed 
Control Plan to control the spread of noxious weeds during construction (e.g., 
the use of equipment wash stations).  Noxious weed populations located 
immediately adjacent to the right-of-way (and in the vicinity of the Project for 
vegetation with greater means of seed dispersal) would represent a seed source 
for areas within the right-of-way, especially where dense cover of noxious 
weed populations are present adjacent to the right-of-way and the noxious 
weed population is not being treated by the landowner or lessee.  Sierrita 
committed to focusing weed surveys within both the construction right-of-way 
and the undisturbed 300-foot-wide survey corridor.  A weed population would 
be treated if the percent cover is greater within the right-of-way than the 
percent cover of the same species outside of the right-of-way.  Sierrita would 
work with the ASLD to also treat areas within the survey corridor to the extent 
practicable. 

CO4-85 See response to comment CO4-84. 

CO4-86 As discussed in section 4.4.8.2, Sierrita revised its Post-Construction 
Vegetation Monitoring Document to state that in areas where noxious weeds 
occur within the right-of-way, but not off the right-of-way, Sierrita would 
target areas for control when the weed cover exceeds 10 percent of the right-
of-way.  The weed cover percentages would be based on a visual estimate 
centered on the weed population.   

CO4-87 See response to comment CO4-84. 
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CO4-88 The Coalition’s comment regarding inherent variability is noted.  Sierrita 
committed to consulting with the NRCS regarding additional input on seed 
mix and seed mix types based on ESDs prior to construction.  The number of 
seed mix types would determine the location of monitoring plots (e.g., 20 
upland monitoring plots with a specific number of random plots within each 
seed mix type area).  We recommended in section 4.4.8.2 of the final EIS that 
prior to construction Sierrita file revised versions of its Reclamation Plan and 
Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document that identifies Sierrita’s 
final seed mixes and rates developed in consultation with the NRCS and based 
on proposed seeding schedule(s), and associated updates to the number and 
location of monitoring plots. 
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CO4-89 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to state 
that “Monitoring may be conducted beyond the fifth year as agreed upon by 
FERC and the ASLD if performance criteria have not been met.”   

CO4-90 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to 
incorporate species composition, frequency, density, dominance, and surface 
stability into Table 6.   

CO4-91 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to state 
that in areas where noxious weeds occur within the right-of-way, but not off 
the right-of-way, Sierrita would target areas for control when the weed cover 
exceeds 10 percent of the right-of-way.  The weed cover percentages would be 
based on a visual estimate centered on the weed population.   

CO4-92 See response to comment CO4-84. 

CO4-93 This information would typically be provided in the report submittal to FERC, 
ASLD, or other appropriate agency upon request. 

CO4-94 The Coalition’s comment regarding qualifications of vegetation monitors is 
noted. 

CO4-95 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to 
identify that the circumference of saguaro cactus should be measured at breast 
height with a diameter at breast height.   

CO4-96 Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document with a 
modified data sheet on page GB-2 to reflect that it is recording information for 
salvaged and transplanted plants, not seedlings.   

CO4-97 The Coalition’s comment regarding the Noxious Weed Control Plan is noted.  
Please note that Sierrita’s Noxious Weed Control Plan is not a FERC-produced 
document, although we reviewed the plan to ensure it meets acceptable 
thresholds and standards to reduce Project impacts.  While we recognize that 
sound scientific methods are appropriate, we note that it is at Sierrita’s 
discretion to make changes recommended by parties other than landowners 
and land-managing and/or permitting agencies.  We note, however, that FERC 
is the lead federal agency that would oversee construction and restoration of 
the Project.  As such, FERC would oversee Sierrita’s compliance with its 
construction procedures and mitigation measures described in its applications 
and supplements including responses to staff data requests and as identified in 
the EIS, unless modified by any Order, and ensure that Sierrita fulfills the 
intent of its various Project-related plans.  Sierrita would also be legally 
required to comply with any Project requirements as agreed to or conditions 
included as a part of any Order issuing Certificate.   

CO4-98 See response to comment CO4-83. 

CO4-99 In this context, the term “nominal” is used in the sense of ‘existing as 
something in name only’ because the Project right-of-way is not consistently 
100 feet in width. 
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CO4-100 See response to comment CO4-83. 

CO4-101 Section 4.4.5 of the final EIS includes a summary table.  Figures depicting 
invasive and noxious plant populations along the proposed route can be found 
as part of Sierrita’s application (Resource Report 3, appendix 3G).   

CO4-102 See response to comment CO4-83. 

 

 

 

 

CO4-103 See response to comment CO4-83. 

 

 

 

 

 

CO4-104 Sierrita revised its Noxious Weed Control Plan to remove the term “hay” bales 
from the document.   

CO4-105 Sierrita revised its Noxious Weed Control Plan to state that all contractor 
vehicles and equipment should be thoroughly washed when arriving onsite, not 
just those arriving from out of state.   

CO4-106 See response to comment CO4-83. 

CO4-107 See response to comment CO4-83. 

 

CO4-108 Section 7.0 of the Noxious Weed Control Plan states that “Noxious weed 
control measures would be implemented in accordance with existing 
regulations and jurisdictional agency or landowner agreements….Sierrita 
would coordinate with appropriate agencies/entities to determine which of the 
species require treatment and to determine the appropriate treatment 
schedules.”   
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CO4-109 See response to comment CO4-108. 

 

CO4-110 Sierrita revised its Noxious Weed Control Plan to state that once native species 
have been revegetated in the right-of-way, herbicides should be applied via 
backpack sprayers to avoid unintentional impacts on native species, and 
application via ATV would not be allowed to avoid unintended spraying and 
soil compaction.   

CO4-111 See response to comment CO4-108. 

CO4-112 See response to comment CO4-97. 

 
CO4-113 The Reclamation Plan includes documentation of proposed seed mixes, 

distribution method, and timing.  Sierrita committed to consulting with the 
NRCS regarding additional input on seed mix.  We recommended in section 
4.4.8.2 of the final EIS that prior to construction, Sierrita file revised versions 
of its Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring 
Document that identifies Sierrita’s final seed mixes and rates developed in 
consultation with the NRCS and based on proposed seeding schedule(s), and 
associated updates to the number and location of monitoring plots.  

CO4-114 See response to comment CO4-108.  Sierrita committed to focusing weed 
surveys within both the construction right-of-way and the undisturbed 300-
foot-wide survey corridor.  A weed population would be treated if the percent 
cover is greater within the right-of-way than the percent cover of the same 
species outside of the right-of-way.  Sierrita would work with the ASLD to 
also treat areas within the survey corridor to the extent practicable. 

CO4-115 As discussed in section 4.4.8.2, Sierrita revised its Post-Construction 
Vegetation Monitoring Document to state that in areas where noxious weeds 
occur within the right-of-way, but not off the right-of-way, Sierrita would 
target areas for control when the weed cover exceeds 10 percent of the right-
of-way.  The weed cover percentages would be based on a visual estimate 
centered on the weed population.   

CO4-116 See response to comment CO4-84. 

CO4-117 Section 1.2 of Sierrita’s Noxious Weed Control Plan states that Sierrita would 
implement the practices described in the Plan during both the construction and 
operation phases of the Project.   
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CO4-118 The Coalition’s comment regarding a supplemental draft EIS is noted.   

CO4-119 Ms. Campbell and Mr. Serraglio were included on the distribution list for the 
draft EIS.  The environmental mailing list has been updated to also include 
Ms. Berry, Mr. Green, and Ms. Bahr. 
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CO5-1 The AVCA’s comment regarding no benefits from the Project to the Altar Valley 
or southern Arizona is noted.   

CO5-2 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and NAT4-7. 
A project’s need is established by the FERC when it determines whether a project 
is required by the public convenience and necessity.  The FERC’s Certificate 
Policy Statement provides guidance as to how the Commission evaluates proposals 
for new construction, and establishes criteria for determining whether there is a 
need for a proposed project and whether it would serve the public interest.  The 
Certificate Policy Statement explains that in deciding whether to authorize the 
construction of major new pipeline facilities, the Commission balances the 
anticipated public benefits against the potential adverse consequences.  The 
Commission’s goal is to give appropriate consideration to the enhancement of 
competitive transportation alternatives, the possibility of overbuilding, 
subsidization by existing customers, the applicant’s responsibility for unsubscribed 
capacity, avoiding the unnecessary exercise of eminent domain and disruptions of 
the environment. 

CO5-3 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and NAT4-3.   
CO5-4 See response to comment PM1-3.   
CO5-5 See responses to comments PM1-3 and NAT4-3. 
CO5-6 See response to comment NAT4-3.  
CO5-7 See response to comment PM1-35. 
CO5-8 See response to comment NAT4-3.   

As stated in section 4.0, we begin our discussion in the EIS of potential impacts for 
a given resource with what could happen in the absence of appropriate construction 
techniques or conservation measures to address environmental impacts on or 
effects to resources.  Our discussion then focuses on what we anticipate the impacts 
to be, given the Project-specific conditions and measures that would address 
environmental concerns, including measures proposed by Sierrita, those required 
by other agency or permitting or regulations, and our additional recommendations. 
The AVCA’s previously filed comments for Sierrita’s consideration regarding its 
construction and restoration plans are noted.  Throughout the scoping and EIS 
processes, we made recommendations that Sierrita adopt certain changes and/or 
mitigation measures we concluded are necessary based on our knowledge of 
pipeline construction and stakeholder input, where consistent and practicable.  Our 
analysis of the Project impacts and Sierrita’s proposed mitigation measures is based 
on extensive previous pipeline experience.  The FERC has analyzed thousands of 
pipeline projects.  We note that the recommendations we made and Sierrita adopted 
to date exceed general minimum requirements according to FERC regulations. 
The AVCA’s suggested contributions to Sierrita’s plans provided throughout the 
NEPA process are noted.  Regardless of whether Sierrita selected to adopt the 
AVCA’s suggestions, Sierrita would be required to ensure its Project follows the 
construction procedures and mitigation measures described in its applications and 
supplements including responses to staff data requests and as identified in the EIS, 
unless modified by any Order, and fulfills the intent of its various Project-related 
plans.  
Also see response to comment CO4-54. 
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CO5-9 The AVCA’s comment regarding construction of the pipeline in one country 

prior to the conclusion of the decision making process in another country is 
noted.  Construction of a project in another nation does not commit the 
Commission to any pre-determined course of action.  The Commissioners at 
FERC ultimately have the authority to approve the proposal, with or without 
modification, or decide to not approve the project.   

 

CO5-10 The AVCA’s comment regarding a supplemental draft EIS is noted.   
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CO5-11 See responses to comments PM1-4 and NAT4-3. 

The AVCA’s comments regarding other federal agency NEPA reviews and 
court cases are noted.   
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CO5-12 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and NAT4-3. 
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CO5-13 See responses to comments PM1-4, PM1-6, and PM1-9. 

 

 

 

 

CO5-14 See responses to comments PM1-10 and PM1-11.   

The commenter's preference for the East Route Alternative over the proposed 
route is noted. 
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CO5-15 See response to comment PM1-3.   
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CO5-16 Section 4.12.1.5 addresses the fungi Coccidioides immitis and Coccidioides 
posadasii, which can cause Coccidioidomycosis, also known as Valley Fever. 
 
 
 

CO5-17 Sections 4.13.1, 4.13.2, and 4.13.3 address pipeline construction and operation 
safety standards, pipeline accident data, and impacts on public safety, 
respectively.  
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CO5-18 See responses to comments PM1-3 and NAT4-3. 

The AVCA’s comment regarding a supplemental draft EIS is noted.   

CO5-19 As acknowledged throughout the EIS, some affected vegetation types may be 
re-established in 2 years or less; however, species richness may take longer to 
recover, ranging from an average of 2 to 13 years.  Other vegetation types, 
however, are acknowledged to take an average of 76 years to obtain full 
establishment of perennial plant coverage and 215 years to recover species 
composition typical of undisturbed areas.   

The FERC staff’s analysis of the Project impacts and Sierrita’s proposed 
mitigation measures is based on extensive previous pipeline experience.  The 
FERC has analyzed thousands of pipeline projects.  However, we acknowledge 
that given the amount of time it takes to re-establish vegetation in the arid 
southwest (up to 76 to 215 years), the limited number of pipeline projects in 
the general project vicinity, and the fact that most have been in operation for 
only 50 years, it is unreasonable to expect that the known examples would 
have yet achieved successful restoration.  While the impact may be long-term 
to permanent, it is not necessarily a failure.  The FERC and federal land-
managing agency would determine what is considered “successful” 
restoration.  We also note that other projects not under FERC’s jurisdiction 
have different requirements that cannot be compared to a FERC-regulated 
interstate pipeline in terms of restoration.   

FERC can provide examples of numerous pipeline projects nationwide where 
soil stability and erosion have been successfully mitigated.  Although FERC 
has not overseen construction and restoration of any projects specific to the 
Altar Valley, we have overseen construction and restoration of projects in the 
southwest and other arid climates.  Three examples are:   

 EPNG’s Ducto de Nogales Lateral, Meter Station, and Border Crossing 
(FERC Docket Nos. CP01-41 and CP08-284) in Santa Cruz County, 
Arizona 

 TransCanada Pipelines Limited’s North Baja Pipeline Project (FERC 
Docket No. CP01-22) in La Paz County, Arizona and Riverside and 
Imperial Counties, California; and 

 EPNG’s Willcox Lateral 2013 Expansion Project (FERC Docket No. 
CP12-6) in Cochise County, Arizona. 

We note that these projects have illustrated that revegetation and soil stability 
can be achieved, and in areas where those parameters have not yet been met, 
FERC continues to monitor and request necessary remediation or corrective 
actions. 

CO5-20 See response to comment CO5-19.  The AVCA’s comment regarding a 
supplemental draft EIS is noted.   
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CO5-21 Analyzing a project in which the mitigation measures would fail would be the 

equivalent of analyzing a project in which no mitigation is proposed at all.  
This is not the case for the Project and our EIS.  The EIS is comprehensive and 
thorough in its identification and evaluation of the environmental impacts of 
the proposed Project and feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects 
whenever possible.  Sierrita’s construction and restoration plans contain 
numerous mitigation measures to reduce Project-related impacts and promote 
revegetation of the Project area following construction.  Regardless, NEPA 
does not require the decision-maker to prohibit adverse environmental effects. 

Sierrita would be required to ensure its Project follows the construction 
procedures and mitigation measures described in its applications and 
supplements including responses to staff data requests and as identified in the 
EIS, unless modified by any Order, and fulfills the intent of its various Project-
related plans.  Failure to meet certain performance standards would result in 
issuance of noncompliance reports and, if the violation is repeated, could result 
in a stop-work order or enforcement actions by the FERC. 

Also see response to comment SA6-12.   

CO5-22 See responses to comments PM1-47, FA3-4, SA6-12, and CO5-8. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-23 We assert that the land uses and history of the land on the BANWR, which is 
only a few hundred feet from the Project at some locations, is similar to the 
areas outside of the refuge and, therefore, reference to the rangeland history 
and health of the Altar Valley as described in the FWS’ CCP for the BANWR 
is appropriate.   
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CO5-24 Land use categories described in section 4.8.1.1 are consistent with other 

FERC NEPA documents and are based on National Land Cover Database and 
review of recent aerial photographs.  Section 4.8.1.1 has been updated to 
acknowledge three distinct areas affected by the Project.  Section 4.4.1 
addresses the three vegetation biomes affected by the Project. 

 

 
CO5-25 Section 4.4.1 has been updated to include additional historical information 

pertaining to the vegetation and land uses of the Altar Valley.   

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-26 Section 4.9.2 has been updated to acknowledge that areas south of MP 26.0 
and not visible from Highway 286 would be more susceptible to unauthorized 
right-of-way use.  This determination is based on FERC staff and Sierrita’s 
discussions with the U.S. Border Patrol.  Section 4.9.2 discusses Sierrita’s 
proposed mitigation measures specific to areas south of MP 26.0 that are not 
parallel to Highway 286.   

CO5-27 Section 4.9.1 acknowledges that Highway 286 is the only north-south paved 
road to the U.S.-Mexico border; that the proposed pipeline right-of-way could 
increase or refocus illegal activities and crime along the foothills, thus bringing 
them closer to residences, and could affect land use practices such as 
agriculture and ranching; that after construction the removal of desert 
vegetation and any natural obstacles on the Project’s cleared right-of-way may 
potentially attract illegal immigration and human and drug trafficking, which 
could exist for the life of the pipeline; and if there is any increase in cross-
border illegal activity in the Project area, the efforts of the U.S. Border Patrol 
would also need to increase.   

Section 4.9.2 acknowledges that legal users of the area (e.g., hunters) could 
use the pipeline right-of-way and any routes that are created leading to the 
cleared right-of-way (e.g., access roads, private roads), and inadvertently 
create routes for use by illegal immigrants and/or U.S. Border Patrol to pursue 
illegal users.  The combination of these activities and resulting foot and 
vehicle traffic, left unattended, would likely deter vegetation from becoming 
re-established along the pipeline right-of-way.  These activities would also 
likely result in increased erosion and channels along foot and vehicle paths due 
to the sensitive soils, sparse vegetation, and arid desert conditions.   
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CO5-28 See response to comment CO5-8. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-29 The AVCA’s comment disagreeing with FERC’s finding of impacts being 
“less than significant levels” is noted.   

Also see responses to comments PM1-8, NAT4-3, and SA6-15. 

CO5-30 The AVCA’s comment disagreeing with FERC’s finding of impacts being 
“less than significant levels” is noted.   

Sections 4.2.2, 4.3.2.5, and 4.3.2.6 discuss the impacts associated with Project 
on surface waters, including bank erosion and scour effects, and erosion 
control measures to control off-right-of-way impacts.   

Also see response to comment FA2-3.   

CO5-31 See responses to comments PM1-8 and SA6-15. 

The Executive Summary and sections 4.8.5.1, 4.14.9, and 5.1.8 have been 
updated to clarify visual impacts and vegetation re-establishment.   

CO5-32 The AVCA’s comment regarding foot and vehicle access undermining 
restoration is noted.   

Also see responses to comments PM1-8 and SA6-12.   
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CO5-33 We note that FERC experience with pipeline construction and restoration in 

arid areas has shown that areas can be stabilized and those areas are trending 
toward successful restorations.  Although, as the EIS acknowledges, re-
establishment of preconstruction vegetative conditions is a long-term to 
permanent impact.  We also note that we required of Sierrita additional 
measures beyond what is typical for construction in an arid environment to 
further promote restoration.  Based on public comments, Sierrita agreed to 
consult with the NRCS and other entities as appropriate to develop specific 
seed mixes and methods to further promote revegetation.  Sierrita agreed to 
adopt measures that go above and beyond what is normally required of FERC-
regulated pipeline projects and would implement adaptive management 
strategies in the event proposed methods may not be the best suited for an area.   

CO5-34 Section 4.14 (Environmental Setting) has been updated to include additional 
historical information about the land uses in the Altar Valley.  Regardless of 
this additional information, the fact remains that the Project area has been 
severely impacted by past natural and human actions such as planting of non-
native vegetation to assist in preventing erosion, over and uncontrolled 
grazing, drought, fires, urban and road development, off-road foot and vehicle 
traffic, and the impacts associated with those activities (e.g., spread of noxious 
weeds, creation of gullies, erosion, littering).  The EIS also acknowledges the 
current efforts underway to remediate these impacts. 

CO5-35 Sections 4.4.2 and 4.4.8.2 address the MSCP and the Maeveen Marie Behan 
Conservation Lands System lands, and have been updated to clarify the 
conservation lands system area crossed and its guidelines.   

Sections 4.8.2.2, 4.10.3, 4.10.5, and 4.10.6 address Pima County-owned lands, 
impacts on social services, property values, and publically funded lands.   

CO5-36 Sierrita’s proposed pipeline route (referred to in the comment as the “western 
route”) would be located outside of the BANWR (with the exception of a few 
access roads) and the Tohono O’odham Nation and, therefore, would not 
directly affect these respective lands.  Section 4.8.2.1 of the EIS discusses the 
access road and indirect impacts on the BANWR. 

The FERC is continuing its consultations under section 106 with the BANWR 
and the Tohono O’odham Nation regarding potential impacts on resources of 
concern to the Nation.  We disagree that the FERC has violated its trust 
responsibilities, and the FERC is continuing to consult with federally 
recognized Indian tribes with an interest in the Project area.   

The FERC has had several meetings and discussions regarding the concerns of 
the Tohono O’odham Nation and consultations are ongoing. 

CO5-37 Section 4.15 discusses the potential transboundary impacts associated with the 
Project.  As stated in section 5.2 under recommendation No. 1, “Sierrita shall 
follow the construction procedures and mitigation measures described in its
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CO5-37 
(cont’d) 

applications and supplements including responses to staff data requests and as 
identified in the EIS, unless modified by the Order.”  This includes measures 
to control erosion, the spread of noxious weeds, etc.  This recommendation 
would become a condition of any Order issued by the Commission and is 
enforceable by the Commission. 

The FERC has no regulatory authority in Mexico and, therefore, cannot 
control what mitigation measures the Mexican facilities would or would not 
adopt to mitigate for transboundary impacts on the United States.  Regarding 
transboundary effects on Mexico, based on the commitments made by Sierrita 
in its application, data request responses, and various Project-related plans, we 
conclude that implementation of Sierrita’s proposed measures and our 
recommendations discussed in this EIS would adequately minimize indirect 
impacts that may occur off right-of-way (e.g., erosion control on the right-of-
way would prevent erosion issues off right-of-way) and, therefore, minimize 
transboundary watershed impacts.   

CO5-38 Section 1.1.1 has been updated to note that an environmental permit 
authorizing the construction of the proposed natural gas pipeline in Mexico has 
been issued and that construction of the facilities in Mexico is underway.   

All facilities constructed in Mexico are outside the jurisdiction of FERC and, 
therefore, FERC has no authority over what assessments or information is 
publically available on the facilities in Mexico.  Information regarding the 
Mexican facilities may be requested independently via IENova or the 
Secretaría del Medio Ambiente y Recursos Naturales. 

CO5-39 The acreage reflected and land uses referred to are a combination of the two 
land uses.  They are not one and the same.  Grazed lands were included in the 
“open” land use category.  Section 4.8.1.1 defines land use types and table 
4.8.1-2 lists the impacts of individual land uses based on Project component.  
Section 4.4.1 further breaks down impacts by vegetation type.   

Section 4.4.2 addresses the MSCP and the Maeveen Marie Behan 
Conservation Lands System lands.  Section 4.8.2.2 has been updated to clarify 
conservation lands system areas crossed and their guidelines.   

 

 
 

CO5-40 See responses to comments CO5-21 and CO5-32.   
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CO5-41 It is unreasonable to assume Sierrita could achieve recontouring and drainage 

pattern to 100 percent accuracy.  Therefore, we found that the usage of “as 
closely as possible to preconstruction conditions” reflects an achievable degree 
of recontouring. 

 

CO5-42 See response to comment LA1-14.  Section 4.9.2 has been updated to include a 
table describing the construction and restoration measure and its sequential 
timing for implementation/installation.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-43 Sections 4.2.2, 4.3.2.5, and 4.3.2.6 discuss how Project activities may 
contribute to increased sedimentation and erosion, including headcutting and 
channel scouring both within and off the right-of-way.  These sections discuss 
proposed mitigation to reduce the potential for erosion, which includes 
installation of berms, installation of rock riprap, and rock terraces as a form of 
side slope erosion control.  

CO5-44 See response to comment LA1-14. 
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CO5-45 See responses to comments PM1-22 and FA3-11. 

CO5-46 Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring 
Document identify the procedures that would be used to restore the right-of-
way to pre-construction conditions.  Sierrita committed to continuing 
consultations with the Pima County RFCD to finalize appropriate mitigation 
measures related to wash crossings and riparian habitat, including the use of 
water bars.  Sierrita outlines the various restoration measures that would be 
used in ephemeral washes and PCRRH, as appropriate, in its Plan, Procedures, 
and Reclamation Plan.  Such measures include maintenance of the root 
crown/structure in PCRRH, the use of water bars, placement of cut woody 
vegetation along the top of ephemeral wash banks for stabilization, 
revegetation of PCRRH with conservation grasses and legumes or native plant 
species, and placement of rocks and surface roughening to impede vehicular 
traffic.  Additionally, the Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document 
has been revised to incorporate monitoring of riparian vegetation, and 
describes Sierrita’s commitment to an adaptive management strategy to 
achieve successful revegetation.  Further, as committed to in its Reclamation 
Plan, Sierrita would monitor the Project for erosion and stabilization issues on 
a monthly schedule following construction.   

CO5-47 Stable conditions after construction of the Project would occur when wash 
banks are not actively eroding at a rate greater than adjacent upstream and 
downstream conditions and where lateral migration along the pipeline right-of-
way/trenchline is not occurring (i.e., creating new channels).  Section 6.0 of 
Sierrita’s Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document includes a 
description of the performance criteria that would be utilized to determine if 
successful establishment of a perennial desirable plant cover has been 
accomplished and restoration and revegetation efforts can cease.  See also 
Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan for a discussion on reclamation from the 
perspective of erosion and stabilization issues.  Sierrita would conduct 
inspections of the right-of-way both from the air and during general pipeline 
maintenance on the ground over the lifetime of the Project.   

CO5-48 Implementation of the measures identified in Sierrita’s Plan, Reclamation 
Plan, Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document, and Noxious Weed 
Control Plan would adequately minimize impacts on these soil types and 
promote restoration following construction.  Section 4.9.2 has been updated to 
include a table describing the construction and restoration measures and 
Sierrita’s sequential timing for implementation/installation.   

CO5-49 We agree that there are other landowners in addition to ASLD who should be 
involved in evaluating revegetation success.  As noted in Sierrita’s Post-
Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document, private landowners may 
request monitoring of revegetation success on their fee land.  Sierrita would 
meet with ASLD and other appropriate agencies periodically to discuss 
restoration and revegetation success.  Should Sierrita personnel, agency
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personnel, or members of the public identify specific areas of concern not 
included in the monitoring program, Sierrita would assess the success of 
restoration at such locations and take corrective action if agreed is necessary. 

If there are erosion and stabilization issues that are noted and require attention, 
Sierrita’s Operations and Land Department would coordinate with the 
landowner or land-managing agency to address site-specific issues for the life 
of the Project.  Further, if an issue or concern is identified by a landowner or 
land-managing agency, Sierrita can be contacted directly at 1-877-598-5263. 

Also see response to comment SA6-12. 

CO5-50 Section V.B of Sierrita’s revised Plan includes a description of the various 
permanent erosion control measures that would be used on the Project.  The 
FERC does not require the submittal of detailed drawings that show the exact 
placement and method used to be to control erosion.  These details, however, 
may be required by local soil and/or water conservation agencies during the 
permitting process.  Based on our knowledge and review of pipeline projects, 
we note that effective erosion control measures must be appropriate for the site 
based on current, site-specific conditions.  Therefore, site-specific erosion 
control measures would be determined during active construction and 
restoration, and consist of one or more of the temporary and permanent erosion 
control measures identified in Sierrita’s Plan and Procedures.     

Additionally, Sierrita committed to retaining a hydrogeologist during dry wash 
construction to evaluate onsite conditions.  This individual would help 
evaluate erosion potential, check calculated scour depth/setback distances and 
make site recommendations.  Also, Sierrita’s EIs would be responsible for 
identifying erosion/sediment control and soil stabilization needs in all areas, as 
discussed in Sierrita’s Plan.   

Sierrita committed to continuing consultations with the Pima County RFCD to 
determine when rock water bars and/or riprap would be beneficial as a method 
to inhibit erosion at dry washes. 

Section 4.9.2 has been updated to include a table describing the construction 
and restoration measure and its sequential timing for implementation/
installation. 
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CO5-51 See response to comment PM1-12. 

CO5-52 Sierrita would remove via hydro axe approximately 75 percent of the existing 
woody vegetation along the right-of-way and incorporate it into the topsoil to 
serve as mulch.  The mulch would assist in reducing both wind and water 
erosion, including flash flooding events.   

As described in Sierrita’s Plan, rock that is not returned to the trench should be 
considered construction debris, unless the rock is to be used to impede access 
(with landowner approval), or unless approved for use as for some other use on 
the construction work areas by the landowner or land managing agency.  
Sierrita also agreed to consider the use of rock terraces to control erosion and 
stabilize the right-of-way.  Other use may include rock mulch as suggested by 
the AVCA.  Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific 
factors and/or development plans for their property be considered during 
easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account.   

CO5-53 See response to comment PM1-22. 

Sierrita committed to maintaining an onsite hydrogeologist that would provide 
site recommendations for erosion control and soil stabilization at dry wash 
crossings.  Sierrita’s EIs would be responsible for identifying erosion/sediment 
control and soil stabilization needs in all areas.  Further, a third-party 
compliance monitor under the direction of the FERC would be onsite during 
construction documenting Sierrita’s construction and restoration, and FERC 
staff would inspect the Project area during construction and restoration.  

Sierrita would be required to ensure its Project follows the construction 
procedures and mitigation measures described in its applications and 
supplements including responses to staff data requests and as identified in the 
EIS, unless modified by any Order, and fulfills the intent of its various Project-
related plans.  Failure to meet certain performance standards would result in 
issuance of noncompliance reports and, if the violation is repeated, could result 
in a stop-work order or enforcement actions by the FERC. 

CO5-54 Sierrita filed revised restoration plans since issuance of the draft EIS.  Also see 
response to comment CO5-8. 

CO5-55 See response to comment CO5-54. 

The referred to “AMEC study” (Scour and Lateral Bank Migration Analysis) 
was filed with FERC on December 16, 2013, and was developed in 
coordination with the Pima County RFCD.  These plans have been available 
for comment, and FERC considered all substantive comments received on the 
study in the final EIS. 
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CO5-56 Riprap is only one form of stabilization method that could be used.   

Based on Sierrita’s Scour and Lateral Bank Migration Analysis, Sierrita 
committed to maintaining an onsite hydrogeologist that would provide site 
recommendations for dry wash crossings.  This individual would help evaluate 
erosion potential, check calculated scour depth/setback distances and make site 
recommendations.  Also, Sierrita’s EIs would be responsible for identifying 
erosion/sediment control and soil stabilization needs in all areas, as discussed 
in Sierrita’s Plan.   

CO5-57 Sierrita would determine temporary and permanent water bar spacings and 
locations based on the criteria described in its Plan.  Water bars are intended to 
reduce runoff velocity and divert water off the construction right-of-way to a 
well vegetated area.  Temporary and permanent water bars may be constructed 
of materials such as soil, silt fence, staked hay or straw bales, or sand bags.  
Sierrita would establish a sediment basin using silt fence, hay bales, riprap, or 
other materials to help prevent additional erosion off the right-of-way if a well-
vegetated area is not available.  Water bar placement is slope and soil 
dependent, with more frequent placement required on steeper slopes.   

Also see response to comment LA1-41. 

Section 4.9.2 has been updated to include a table describing the construction 
and restoration measures and Sierrita’s sequential timing for implementation/
installation. 

CO5-58 Sierrita would use vehicles along its construction right-of-way during 
construction.  Spills would be handled in accordance with its SPCC Plan.   

During pipeline operation, Sierrita would perform noxious weed control, 
vegetation monitoring, and general maintenance activities by pedestrian 
means.  Sierrita does not anticipate vehicle use along the permanent right-of-
way for monitoring or general maintenance activities following final 
restoration and clean-up and, therefore, the potential for hazardous spills is not 
anticipated.  

CO5-59 As discussed in section 4.2.4, topsoil excavated from the trench would be 
stockpiled in a manner that discourages mixing with subsurface soil 
throughout all construction activities.  Sediment barriers such as silt fencing, 
staked straw bales, or trench plugs would be installed to prevent erosion and 
siltation from the stockpiles into nearby waterways.  Dry wash banks would be 
restored to pre-construction contours to allow for the existing flow conditions 
to continue.  EIs would monitor and identify areas that appear to be susceptible 
to erosion and compaction and would implement appropriate mitigation 
measures to reduce or limit the potential affects.  Subsoil and topsoil would be 
replaced back into the trench in the manner it was excavated (topsoil placed on 
top of subsoil).   

The AVCA’s comment regarding impacts on soils is noted. 

  



CO5 – Altar Valley Conservation Alliance (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

Z-283 

 

CO5-59 
(cont’d) 

Since issuance of the draft EIS, Sierrita addressed our comments to further 
protect topsoil piles from heavy rain, flash flooding, and wind erosion during 
construction in the monsoon season between June 15 and September 30, as 
noted in Sierrita’s revised Plan.  Section 4.2.4 has been updated to include this 
information.   

CO5-60 Table 4.3.2-4 lists hydrostatic and dust control water discharge locations.  As 
stated in the Hydrostatic Testing Best Management Practices Plan, Sierrita 
would implement various procedures to mitigate erosion at the outfall location, 
including establishing a settling area to allow discharged solids to settle and 
for water to soak into the ground rather than flowing to ditches, waterways, or 
along roadways.  The dimensions of the settling area would vary with expected 
volume and flow rate of the discharge.  In addition, to prevent scouring by a 
concentrated water flow, an appropriate nozzle or other dispersion device 
would be used to moderate the flow from the test manifold.   
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CO5-61 The referred to well on the Santa Margarita Ranch would now be avoided by a 

route variation that was adopted by Sierrita (see section 3.6).   

CO5-62 Section 4.8.1.1 has been updated to clarify that Sierrita would attempt to repair 
water line damage resulting from Project construction, at least on a temporary 
basis, the same day.   

 

 

 

 
CO5-63 The AVCA’s comment regarding improved watershed conditions and the 

historical use impacts is noted.  Section 4.3.2 has been updated to include 
additional information regarding improved watershed conditions.  

The AVCA’s comment regarding vehicle and foot traffic impacts on the 
watershed is noted.   

 

 

 

 

CO5-64 The AVCA’s concerns regarding opening up previously undeveloped land is 
noted. 

CO5-65 Section 4.3.2.4 discusses livestock tanks in the Project area.   

CO5-66 Section 4.3.2.5 has been updated to include additional information regarding 
the formation of gullies.   

CO5-67 Section 4.3.2.2 refers to “sheet flooding” as defined by the Pima County 
RFCD, and refers to a “condition where stormwater runoff forms a sheet of 
water to a depth of 6 inches or more.  Sheet flooding is often found in areas 
where there are no clearly defined channels.”  The FERC acknowledges that 
sheet flow (not sheet flooding) provides moisture for vegetation growth and 
that restoration efforts should maintain these hydrological characteristics in the 
Project area.  This section has been updated to clarify this information.   

Sierrita would be required to use, install, and maintain erosion control devices 
in a manner that reduces runoff velocity, diverts water off the construction 
right-of-way, and/or prevents the deposition of sediments beyond approved 
workspaces or into sensitive resources.   

  



CO5 – Altar Valley Conservation Alliance (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

Z-285 

 

 
CO5-68 See response to comment CO5-53. 

We concluded that implementation of the measures identified in Sierrita’s Plan 
and Procedures would adequately minimize Project-related impacts on surface 
waters. 

CO5-69 Section 4.3.2.5 includes a discussion on headcutting, which if not mitigated, 
can increase the width and length of gullies.  Refer to section V.B of Sierrita’s 
revised Plan for a description of the various permanent erosion control 
measures that would be used on the Project.  Sierrita committed to continuing 
consultations with the Pima County RFCD to determine when rock water bars 
and/or riprap would be beneficial as a method to inhibit erosion at dry washes.  
Also, as recommended by Pima County, Sierrita would use rock terraces as 
one form of side slope erosion control.  Sierrita committed to retaining a 
hydrogeologist during dry wash construction to evaluate onsite conditions.  
This individual would help evaluate erosion potential, check calculated scour 
depth/setback distances and make site recommendations.   

CO5-70 As discussed in section 4.9.2, Sierrita proposed several restoration measures to 
deter use of the right-of-way following construction.  Sierrita would not create 
nor maintain a road for its use along the permanent right-of-way.  The EIS 
acknowledges that the proposed mitigation measures may not completely deter 
off-road vehicle use or pedestrian traffic along the right-of-way, but they may 
help to deter vehicular traffic.   

CO5-71 See response to comment CO5-53.  As stated in section 5.2 under Condition 
No. 1, “Sierrita shall follow the construction procedures and mitigation 
measures described in its applications and supplements including responses to 
staff data requests and as identified in the EIS, unless modified by the Order.”  
Therefore, Sierrita is required to adhere to the commitments made in its 
construction and restoration plans, regardless of how this may affect the 
Project schedule.   

CO5-72 Section V.B. of Sierrita’s revised Plan and section V.B of Sierrita’s revised 
Procedures include a discussion of permanent erosion control measures and 
installation requirements. 

CO5-73 The AVCA’s comment on the use of rock structures to slow down water, 
encourage filtration, and provide microclimate that encourages revegetation is 
noted.  Sierrita committed to continuing consultations with the Pima County 
RFCD to determine when rock water bars and/or riprap would be beneficial as 
a method to inhibit erosion at dry washes.  As recommended by Pima County, 
Sierrita would use rock terraces as one form of side slope erosion control site 
conditions.  Additionally, Sierrita committed to retaining a hydrogeologist 
during dry wash construction.  This individual would help evaluate erosion 
potential, check calculated scour depth/setback distances and make site 
recommendations.   

Also see response to comment CO5-72.   
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Sierrita prepared and revised its plans based on consultations with federal, 
state, and local agencies, landowners, and local community groups, to include 
many of these measures in an effort to promote revegetation.   

CO5-74 Sierrita developed the seed mix described in section 6.2 of Sierrita’s 
Reclamation Plan in consultation with the NRCS Tucson Field Office, Tucson 
Plant Materials Center, and the FWS.  The criteria utilized to select the seed 
mixture included restoration performance of the species within a similar 
habitat based on past pipeline reclamation projects, erosion-control capability, 
existing plant dominance, availability of seed, wildlife habitat value, and 
livestock management.  Sierrita committed to consulting with the NRCS 
regarding additional input on seed mix.  We recommended in section 4.4.8.2 of 
the final EIS that Sierrita file revised versions of its Reclamation Plan and 
Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document that identifies Sierrita’s 
final seed mixes and rates developed in consultation with the NRCS and based 
on proposed seeding schedule(s), and associated updates to the number and 
location of monitoring plots.  In addition, landowners would have input on the 
seed mixes utilized on their properties. 
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CO5-75 See response to comment CO5-46.   

Sierrita committed to maintaining an onsite hydrogeologist that would provide 
site recommendations for dry wash crossings.  This individual would help 
evaluate erosion potential, check calculated scour depth/setback distances and 
make site recommendations.  Also, Sierrita’s EIs would be responsible for 
identifying erosion/sediment control and soil stabilization needs in all areas, as 
discussed in Sierrita’s Plan.   

CO5-76 Sierrita would determine temporary and permanent water bar spacings and 
locations based on the criteria described in its Plan and on site-specific 
conditions during at the time of construction.  Water bars are intended to 
reduce runoff velocity and divert water off the construction right-of-way to a 
well vegetated area to reduce erosion potential.  Temporary and permanent 
water bars may be constructed of materials such as soil, silt fence, staked straw 
bales, or sand bags.  Sierrita would establish a sediment basin using silt fence, 
hay bales, riprap, or other materials to help prevent additional erosion off the 
right-of-way if a well-vegetated area is not available.  Water bar placement is 
slope and soil dependent, with a closer spacing required on steeper slopes.  

Also see response to comment CO5-75.  

CO5-77 See response to comment SA6-4. 

CO5-78 Comment noted.  Sierrita revised its Plan and Procedures to incorporate our 
recommendations described in the draft EIS.  Those washes were selected for 
the important habitat the stock tanks could provide to federally listed species.  
We note that FERC requirements allow for standard upland construction 
practices to take place at a wash if it is not flowing at the time of construction; 
however, at specific locations, we concluded that additional protections are 
warranted in the event significant rains occur.  These protections have been 
adopted by Sierrita. 

CO5-79 As discussed in section 4.7.1.1, Sierrita developed several mitigation 
measures, in addition to the reduction in right-of-way width at Brown Wash, to 
minimize these impacts.  Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction 
Vegetation Monitoring Document identify the procedures that would be used 
to restore the right-of-way to pre-construction conditions, including the 
salvaging and transplanting of Pima pineapple cacti, saguaro cacti, and agave 
species, and other revegetation techniques to reduce the timeframe for 
revegetation.   

Sierrita evaluated the use of an HDD at Brown Wash, as described in the 
updated section 4.3.2.6.  Because an HDD was determined to be infeasible, we 
conclude that reducing the right-of-way width is a practicable way to reduce 
the impacts of the crossing method.   

CO5-80 See response to comment PM1-9. 
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CO5-81 Comment noted.  Section 4.3.2.6 has been updated to reflect the results of 
Sierrita’s HDD analysis.  This analysis was filed on December 16, 2013, and 
was available for public comment.   

CO5-82 See response to comment PM1-3.   

CO5-83 As stated in section 7.0 of Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan, following construction 
Sierrita would return access roads to their pre-construction condition, unless 
the landowner or land-managing agency requests that the improvements be left 
in place, and in accordance with the terms of road use permits.   

CO5-84 Sierrita revised its Reclamation Plan to include a discussion on reclamation 
from the perspective of erosion and stabilization issues.  Sierrita would 
conduct inspections of the right-of-way both from the air and during general 
pipeline maintenance on the ground of the right-of-way, as required or 
necessary, over the lifetime of the Project.   

Sierrita coordinated with the Pima County RFCD and applied for a floodplain 
use permit.  The intent of this permit is to minimize damage to the proposed 
improvements and also to ensure that the improvements do not cause future 
flooding problems.  Further, as noted in Sierrita’s Procedures, it would return 
all waterbody banks to preconstruction contours or to a stable angle of repose 
as approved by the EI.  Sierrita would conduct engineering studies to identify 
the pre-construction status (e.g., contours) of each waterbody crossing so that 
the post-construction contour of the waterbody is re-established.  Ensuring that 
impacts on individual waterbodies are minimized reduces the overall impacts 
on the watershed. 
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CO5-85 Section 6.0 of Sierrita’s Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document 
includes a description of the performance criteria that would be utilized to 
determine if successful establishment of a perennial desirable plant cover has 
been accomplished and restoration and revegetation efforts can cease.  Also 
refer to Sierrita’s Reclamation Plan for a discussion on reclamation from the 
perspective of erosion and stabilization issues.  Sierrita would conduct 
inspections of the right-of-way both from the air and during general pipeline 
maintenance on the ground of the right-of-way, as required or necessary, over 
the lifetime of the Project.   

A landowner may request, through easement negotiations, different treatments 
of his/her property.  This could include such things as seed mixes, final road 
conditions, etc.  These easement negotiations are between the landowner and 
the pipeline company and are not subject to review by the FERC.  FERC is 
assuming that the restoration methods proposed and identified in the EIS 
would be implemented over the entire Project and that property-specific 
measures would enhance basic mitigation measures and requirements.   

CO5-86 See response to comment CO5-49.   

CO5-87 Section 4.3.2.8 describes impacts associated with hydrostatic test water 
discharge.  Sierrita’s Hydrostatic Testing Best Management Practices Plan, 
prepared in accordance with the ADEQ Arizona Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System General Permit No. AZG2010-001, De Minimis Discharge 
General Permit requirement for a Best Management Practices Plan, includes a 
more detailed description of the mitigation measures that would be 
implemented to prevent erosion problems associated with hydrostatic test 
water discharge.  As further stated in section 4.3.2.8, as recommended by the 
FWS and AGFD in an effort to enhance livestock range conditions and 
wildlife habitat, Sierrita would discharge hydrostatic test water into livestock 
tanks if certain conditions are met.   

CO5-88 Section 4.4.1 has been updated with additional information from the NRCS 
and AVCA on vegetation composition in the Project area.   

CO5-89 Section 4.4.1 has been updated with additional information from the NRCS 
and AVCA on vegetation composition in the Project area.   

CO5-90 Sierrita committed to consulting with the NRCS regarding additional input on 
seed mix and seed mix types based on ESDs prior to construction.  The 
number of seed mix types would determine the location of monitoring plots 
(e.g., 20 upland monitoring plots with a specific number of random plots 
within each seed mix type area).  We recommended in section 4.4.8.2 of the 
final EIS that Sierrita file revised versions of its Reclamation Plan and Post-
Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document that identifies Sierrita’s final 
seed mixes and rates developed in consultation with the NRCS and based on 
proposed seeding schedule(s), and associated updates to the number and 
location of monitoring plots.   
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CO5-91 Section 4.4.1 has been updated with additional information from the NRCS 
and AVCA on vegetation composition and rangeland conditions in the Project 
area.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-92 Section 4.4.1 has been updated with additional information from the NRCS 
and AVCA on vegetation composition in the Project area.   

CO5-93 Section 4.4.1 has been updated with additional information on vegetation 
composition in the Project area.  The data provided in Pima County’s MSCP 
are cited extensively throughout the draft EIS.  Section 4.4.5 includes a 
discussion on noxious weeds with information provided in the Pima County 
MSCP; section 4.4.6 includes a discussion of fire regimes and impacts on 
noxious weeds with information provided in the Pima County MSCP; section 
4.5.3 includes a discussion of the wildlife habitat linkages identified in Pima 
County’s MSCP, Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, and the Pima County 
Wildlife Connectivity Assessment: Report on Stakeholder Input; and sections 
4.4.8.2 and 4.7 include a discussion of wildlife species, range, distribution, 
habitat, and threats to the species with information provided in the Pima 
County MSCP. 
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CO5-94 Section 4.4.1 has been updated with additional information on vegetation 

composition in the Project area.  We acknowledge throughout section 4.0 that 
vegetation in general reduces erosion potential; however, in the context of 
vegetation resources, we also acknowledge that Lehmann’s lovegrass can 
reduce the diversity of other native species, contribute to more frequent fires, 
and alter the vegetation community type.  

 

 

 

CO5-95 Section 4.4.6 has been updated to clarify that historically fire has been 
suppressed in the Scrub-Grasslands.   

 
 
 
 

CO5-96 Sections 4.3.2.6 and 4.4.8.2 discuss the potential Project-related impacts on 
vegetation off the right-of-way.  Erosion control measures would be 
implemented on steep slopes and highly erodible soils to prevent adverse 
impacts resulting from increased runoff that contribute to poor reclamation 
potential.  Such measures may include the spreading of surface rock or cleared 
vegetation over the contoured topsoil surface.  In addition, waterbars would be 
constructed on the right-of-way to decrease stormwater velocities, maximize 
water infiltration, and to remove stormwater runoff from the right-of-way to 
stable upland discharge points or to a rock pad.  Also, as discussed in section 
4.2.1.1, Sierrita adopted our recommended modifications to its Plan and 
Procedures to implement protective installation and restoration measures at 
ephemeral (dry) washes in anticipation of monsoon season rainfalls, which 
Sierrita’s proposed construction schedule would overlap.  The measures 
outlined in Sierrita’s Plan, Procedures, and Reclamation Plan are intended to 
reduce erosion potential both on and off the right-of-way.   

CO5-97 The Executive Summary has been updated to reflect the information presented 
in section 4.4.8.  

CO5-98 See response to comment CO5-32. 
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CO5-99 See responses to comments FA3-4 and SA6-12. 

CO5-100 The term “clear cut” has been removed from the description.  Greenfield 
typically refers to an area where the pipeline is not collocated with an existing 
right-of-way and we agree that, based on this definition, the southern portion 
of the Project is greenfield.   

We also note, however, that based on visual observations that occurred during 
our helicopter flyover and site visits, there are extensive existing roads and 
foot trails that occur in the natural landscape within the Project area.  Our 
observations are further supported by numerous comments received in scoping 
concerning existing unauthorized vehicle and pedestrian access in the Altar 
Valley, mainly from illegal immigration and drug trafficking, U.S. Border 
Patrol pursuits, and hunters on all-terrain vehicles, and the potential impact on 
revegetation and restoration of the right-of-way.  Based on conversations with 
local landowners, state and county agency representatives, and U.S. Border 
Patrol staff, the entire Altar Valley is used by undocumented immigrants and 
smugglers to access Tucson and areas north, west, and east.  Due to the 
presence of unauthorized vehicle and pedestrian use of the Altar Valley along 
with U.S. Border Patrol pursuits and hunters on all-terrain vehicles, the valley 
is not free from previous disturbance.  Environmental impacts associated with 
these activities include the creation of roads and trails, many along riparian 
areas and water drainages; disposal of large quantities of personal effects and 
abandoned vehicles; and large quantities of human waste.   

CO5-101 See responses to comments PM1-6 and PM1-10.  We also note that the draft 
EIS acknowledges that some of the impacts, such as fragmentation, security, 
and unauthorized uses of the right-of-way, could be greatly reduced with the 
East Route Alternative.  Tables 3.5.1-1 and 3.5.1-2 provide a quantitative 
comparison of the prominent environmental factors of the East Route 
Alternative and the proposed route. 

CO5-102 Sierrita filed information on December 16, 2013, responding to our 
recommendation in the draft EIS to provide additional information regarding 
restoration measures.   

Also see response to comment PM1-3. 

CO5-103 See responses to comments CO5-93 and CO5-100. 

CO5-104 Sierrita committed to consulting with the NRCS regarding seed mixes that 
represent both the spring and late summer/monsoon/fall growing seasons prior 
to construction.   
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CO5-105 The EIS does not conclude that restoration would be a complete success.  

Sierrita’s proposed mitigation measures and plans would adequately and 
reasonably minimize Project-related impacts on environmental resources and 
promote restoration.  We acknowledge unique challenges to restoration that 
could occur within the Project area.  Also see responses to comments PM1-15 
and FA3-4. 

 

CO5-106 See responses to comments PM1-47, FA3-4, SA6-12, and CO5-8. 

CO5-107 See responses to comments PM1-47, FA3-4, SA6-12, and CO5-8. 

 

 
CO5-108 See responses to comments PM1-47, FA3-4, SA6-12, and CO5-8. 

 
 
 

CO5-109 The FERC acknowledges that there are various methodologies for vegetation 
monitoring.  While we recognize that sound scientific methods are appropriate, 
we note that it is at Sierrita’s discretion to make changes recommended by 
parties other than landowners and land-managing and/or permitting agencies.  
We note, however, that FERC is the lead federal agency that would oversee 
construction and restoration of the Project.   

 

 

CO5-110 Sierrita committed to consulting with the NRCS regarding additional input on 
seed mix and seed mix types based on ESDs prior to construction.  The 
number of seed mix types would determine the location of monitoring plots 
(e.g., 20 upland monitoring plots with a specific number of random plots 
within each seed mix type area).  We recommended in section 4.4.8.2 of the 
final EIS that Sierrita file revised versions of its Reclamation Plan and Post-
Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document that identifies Sierrita’s final 
seed mixes and rates developed in consultation with the NRCS and based on 
proposed seeding schedule(s), and associated updates to the number and 
location of monitoring plots.  Also see response to comment CO5-109. 
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CO5-111 Comment noted.  The FERC acknowledges that there are various 
methodologies for measuring species composition and richness.  Sierrita 
revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document to incorporate 
comments from the FWS, NRCS, AGFD, and other local agencies, community 
groups, and landowners.  Also see response to comment CO5-109. 

 

CO5-112 Page G-9 of the Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document states 
that species composition is “the measure of the number of desirable species in 
the ROW versus the off-ROW control plots.”  The list would consist of the 
name of each desirable species found within each plot and then an associated 
number of individual plants found (e.g., Plains bristlegrass (Setaria 
macrostachya) – 20 individuals).  Also see response to comment CO5-109. 

CO5-113 This definition is derived from Herrick et al. 2005 (Volume II) definition of 
frequency, which states that “plant frequency is the proportion of subplots out 
of all subplots of a specified size that contain a particular species.”  Translated 
to Sierrita’s Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document, frequency 
would be measured “based on the occurrence of all desirable species from the 
data collected in the 1x1-meter quadrats (i.e., subplots).  Also see response to 
comment CO5-109. 

CO5-114 The AVCA’s comment on the Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring 
Document is noted.  Also see response to comment CO5-109. 

CO5-115 The size of plots proposed by Sierrita in the Post-Construction Vegetation 
Monitoring Document are consistent with AVCA’s proposed plot sizes.  The 
FERC acknowledges that there are various methodologies for vegetation 
monitoring.  Sierrita revised its Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring 
Document to incorporate comments from the FWS, NRCS, AGFD, and other 
local agencies, community groups, and landowners.  Sierrita committed to 
consulting with the NRCS regarding additional input on seed mix and seed 
mix types based on ESDs prior to construction.  The number of seed mix types 
would determine the location of monitoring plots (e.g., 20 upland monitoring 
plots with a specific number of random plots within each seed mix type area).   

We recommended in section 4.4.8.2 of the final EIS that Sierrita file revised 
versions of its Reclamation Plan and Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring 
Document that identifies Sierrita’s final seed mixes and rates developed in 
consultation with the NRCS and based on proposed seeding schedule(s), and 
associated updates to the number and location of monitoring plots.  Section 
4.4.1 has been updated to include additional information of vegetation 
composition.   

Also see response to comment CO5-109. 
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CO5-116 See response to comment CO5-113.  In section 5.1.1 of Sierrita’s revised Post-
Construction Vegetation Monitoring Document, Sierrita identifies species 
composition, frequency, density, and dominance as proposed metrics that would 
be utilized to characterize the monitoring plots.  Also see response to comment 
CO5-109. 

CO5-117 The AVCA’s comment on the Post-Construction Vegetation Monitoring 
Document is noted.  Also see response to comment CO4-54.  Also see response 
to comment CO5-109. 

CO5-118 Section 4.4.8.2 has been updated to minimize redundancy and clarify headings. 

CO5-119 Sierrita would coordinate with individual landowners regarding the avoidance of 
or minimizing impacts on existing monitoring plots and transects.  To date, 
Sierrita has received hard-copy data containing specific locations of plots or 
transects, but has not been able to view or survey them in the field. 

CO5-120 Section 2.3.2.8 discussed the drag section construction method.  Impacts would 
be reduced by reducing construction right-of-way to 75 feet wide, versus 
standard 100-foot-wide right-of-way, in addition to the other mitigation measures 
described in response to comment CO5-79.  Sierrita evaluated the use of an HDD 
at Brown Wash and determined that an HDD was not considered feasible 
because of the topography of the area surrounding Brown Wash and the potential 
for bedrock at the HDD depth in the area.  Also, in response to our 
recommendation, Sierrita evaluated the use of an HDD at riparian areas, 
including Brown Wash, as described in the updated section 4.3.2.6.  Because an 
HDD was determined to be infeasible, we conclude that minimizing the right-of-
way is a practicable way to reduce the impacts of the crossing method. 

CO5-121 Sierrita is proposing to not develop grazing deferment plans following 
construction as it contends that deferments or exclusions tend to fragment 
grazing areas and limit the currant usage.  Sierrita would install measures to keep 
livestock away (e.g., placement of salt licks) in coordination with the landowner 
or land-managing agency. 

As discussed in section 4.8.2.3, Sierrita would secure easements to convey both 
temporary (for construction) and permanent (for operation) rights-of-way on 
private lands.  Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific 
factors and/or development plans for their property be considered during 
easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account.  This 
may include the placement (or not) of fencing to control livestock.   

CO5-122 As discussed in section 4.9.2, Sierrita proposed several restoration measures to 
deter use of the right-of-way following construction.  Sierrita would not create 
nor maintain a road for its use along the permanent right-of-way.  The EIS 
acknowledges that the proposed mitigation measures may not completely deter 
off-road vehicle use or pedestrian traffic along the right-of-way, but they may 
help to deter vehicular traffic and, therefore, would adequately minimize impacts 
from the illegal harvesting of plants/wildlife. 

Section 3.5 has been updated to note differences in unauthorized right-of-way 
use related to alternative routes. 
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CO5-123 See response to comment SA6-15. 

CO5-124 The AVCA’s comment regarding a supplemental draft EIS is noted.   

CO5-125 As noted in the AVCA’s comment, the phrase "affected but not adversely 
affected” is indeed a regulatory phrase reserved for use on determinations for 
species protected under the ESA.  The wildlife species discussed in section 4.5 
are species that are not protected under the Endangered Species Act, nor listed 
as state-sensitive species; those species and the potential impacts of the 
proposed Project on those species are discussed in section 4.7.  Section 4.5 
describes the potential impacts on wildlife species with the potential to occur 
in the Project area. 

CO5-126 The statement that “mule and Coues’ white-tailed deer would likely decrease 
their use of an area within at least 200 yards of surface disturbance activities 
(Ward et al., 1980)” does not imply that this habitat would be permanently 
lost, but rather that mule and Coues’ white-tailed deer would be expected to 
avoid the Project area during construction activities due human presence and 
augmented noise levels.  As stated in the same paragraph, “this displacement 
would be short-term and animals would likely return to the disturbed area after 
construction and restoration efforts are complete.” 

CO5-127 For our NEPA analysis, CEQ regulations do not require surveys as long as the 
best available scientific information is available to evaluate the species.  
Sierrita consulted with the FWS on what species-specific surveys were 
required for ESA species, and conducted the surveys that were required.  
Where surveys were not required, Sierrita and we used best available scientific 
information to identify species habitat.  As a result, we are able to draw 
adequate conclusions regarding species impacts.   

For non-protected species, such as the bat species referenced by the AVCA in 
this comment, although data are not available for all wildlife species with the 
potential to occur in the Project area as acknowledged in this statement, there 
are sufficient data available on species with similar biology and/or habitat 
preferences to evaluate the potential impacts on these species from the 
proposed Project. 

CO5-128 See response to comment PM1-33.  

CO5-129 Section 4.5 describes the potential impacts on wildlife species with the 
potential to occur in the Project area, which range from no effect, to adverse, to 
beneficial depending on their distribution, habitat preferences, and forage/prey 
species.  Note that the magnitude of potential impacts on each species would 
also vary depending on these factors, as described throughout section 4.5.  The 
statements are not inconsistent, nor misleading.  These statements account for 
different species being impacted differently by proposed construction and 
restoration methods proposed by Sierrita. 
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CO5-130 As discussed in section 4.9.2, Sierrita proposed several restoration measures to 
deter use of the right-of-way following construction.  Sierrita would not create 
nor maintain a road for its use along the permanent right-of-way.  The EIS 
acknowledges that the proposed mitigation measures may not completely deter 
off-road vehicle use or pedestrian traffic along the right-of-way, but they may 
help to deter vehicular traffic.  Section 4.5.4 addresses impacts associated with 
increase hunting pressures on game species. 
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CO5-131 As discussed in section 4.8.1.1, easement agreements would prohibit certain 

types of uses from occurring within the permanent right-of-way that could 
affect the maintenance and safe operation of the pipeline, such as the 
construction of any permanent aboveground structures (e.g., houses, 
commercial buildings) or excavation activities.  However, operation of the 
pipeline would not affect other types of land uses or other activities that do not 
directly disturb the pipeline or operational right-of-way.  Most land uses would 
be allowed to revert to prior uses following construction.   

As discussed in section 4.8.2.3, Sierrita would secure easements to convey 
both temporary (for construction) and permanent (for operation) rights-of-way 
on private lands.  Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific 
factors and/or development plans for their property be considered during 
easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account.   

CO5-132 Comment noted.  We note that FERC staff viewed this impact in its overflight 
assessment, which helped shape our determination of the affected environment 
as mentioned in the response to comment CO5-100.   

CO5-133 Section 4.9.2 identifies Sierrita’s proposed measures to deter unauthorized use 
of the right-of-way following construction.  The EIS acknowledges that while 
Sierrita’s proposed mitigation measures may help to deter some vehicular 
traffic, they may not completely deter off-road vehicle use or pedestrian traffic 
along the right-of-way.   

Based on public comments and our understanding, fence cutting is a common 
problem that exists in the Project area and would continue to exist whether the 
Project was constructed or not.   

CO5-134 Unauthorized vehicle and foot traffic and associated impacts on desert 
vegetation and wildlife is an existing and ongoing activity in the Project area 
that has and would continue to occur regardless of whether or not the Project is 
constructed.  In this context, we evaluated the Project’s contribution to the 
cumulative impacts on desert vegetation and wildlife, which is provided in the 
cumulative impacts section (see sections 4.14.5 and 4.14.6).   

CO5-135 Section 4.5.2 addresses wildlife species impacts based on habitat that exists in 
the Project area.  

CO5-136 Comment noted.  NEPA requires an evaluation of cumulative impacts, which 
is defined by the CEQ as “the impact on the environment which results from 
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or 
non-federal) or person undertakes such actions.  Cumulative effects can result 
from individually minor, but collectively significant action taking place over a 
period of time” (40 CFR §1508.7).  This EIS is structured such that the 
description of the affected environment provided in section 4.0 includes a 
discussion of past actions that have contributed to the current state of the
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CO5-136 
(cont’d) 

environment in the Project area.  As highlighted by the commenter, and noted 
through section 4.0, ranching and livestock grazing is a major land use activity 
that has occurred in the Project area since the mid-1860s to the present day.  
The FERC acknowledges that ranching and livestock grazing practices have 
changed over the years, and we updated section 4.0 to include additional 
information on more recent practices that are being implemented in the Project 
area; however, the FERC also acknowledges that these practices continue to 
impact the resources and wildlife in the affected environment, in both positive 
and negative ways, as highlighted in this section.  The benefits or impacts that 
result from current land uses are very much dependent on species-specific 
needs and tolerances.   

Also see responses to comments PM1-7 and CO5-132. 

CO5-137 As described in section 4.0, impacts were considered long-term if the 
resources would require more than 3 years to recover, but would be expected 
to recover during the life of the proposed Project.  Permanent impacts would 
occur as a result of activities that modify resources to the extent that they 
would not return to pre-construction conditions within 50 years, such as 
clearing of old growth forest or conversion of land to an aboveground facility 
site.  We determined that after construction of the Project, the right-of-way 
would be restored and wildlife habitat would return to its original condition; 
however, the timeframe for that to occur would vary depending on the 
vegetation and habitat type, as described in section 4.4.8. 
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CO5-138 See response to comment CO5-14.  The draft EIS acknowledges that some of 
the impacts, such as fragmentation, could be greatly reduced with the East 
Route Alternative. 

Also, see response to comment CO5-21. 

 

 
CO5-139 Sierrita committed to continuing consultations with the Pima County RFCD to 

finalize appropriate mitigation measures related to wash crossings and riparian 
habitat.  The placement of cut woody vegetation within the right-of-way 
following construction is intended to provide stabilization, obstruct vehicular 
traffic, provide cover, and increase wildlife habitat value as an interim measure 
while other revegetation and restoration measures (e.g., transplanting and 
seeding) and natural processes are establishing.  These measures are detailed in 
section 4.3.2.6 and would be implemented, as appropriate, based on site-
specific conditions at the time of construction/restoration. 

Section 4.9.2 has been updated to include a table describing the construction 
and restoration measure and its sequential timing for implementation/
installation. 

CO5-140 FERC acknowledges that unauthorized use by human and vehicle traffic could 
have similar impacts on big game species as those described in section 4.5.4; 
however, Sierrita adopted measures to discourage the use of the right-of-way.  
Specific timeframes of restoration are discussed in section 4.4.8.   

CO5-141 Section 4.5.7 discusses Sierrita’s proposed mitigation measures to protect 
migratory birds, including waterfowl species that are identified as having the 
potential to occur in the Project area as listed in table 4.5.1.  Sierrita has been 
coordinating with the FWS to address the Project's potential to impact birds 
protected by the MBTA.  The MBTA provides federal protection to all 
migratory birds (such as migrating waterfowl), including nests and eggs. 

 

  



CO5 – Altar Valley Conservation Alliance (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

Z-301 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO5-142 Section 4.9.2 has been updated to further describe authorized users.   

CO5-143 Comment noted.  Sierrita has been coordinating with the FWS to address the 
Project's potential to impact bald and golden eagles.  As described in section 
4.5.7, there is no nesting habitat for golden eagles within the Project area 
(golden eagles nest on slopes greater than 50 degrees in the mountains); only 
foraging habitat.  

CO5-144 As identified in table 4.5.7-1, a crested caracara individual was observed in the 
vicinity of the Project area during field surveys; however, a crested caracara 
nest was not observed within the Project area.  The BANWR provided 
information that nesting crested caracaras have been detected both east and 
west of Highway 286 in the vicinity of King’s Anvil Ranch; this information 
has been incorporated into table 4.7.2-1 of the final EIS.  Due to the similarity 
in nests used by various raptor species, if a stick nest is observed without an 
individual present, surveyors would be unable to determine which species is 
utilizing the nest.  Sierrita committed to conducting pre-construction surveys 
to document local occurrences of nesting birds, including raptors, unless 
construction would take place outside of the nesting periods.  Sierrita has been 
coordinating with the FWS to address the Project’s potential to impact birds 
protected by the MBTA, including raptors such as the crested caracara.  The 
MBTA provides federal protection to all migratory birds, including nests and 
eggs.   

  



CO5 – Altar Valley Conservation Alliance (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

Z-302 

 

 

 

 

 
CO5-145 Sierrita would continue to coordinate with FWS to address the Project’s 

potential to impact birds protected by the MBTA and the BGEPA.  We 
conclude that through our coordination with the FWS, and subsequent 
mitigation measures and practices to be utilized by Sierrita with respect to the 
protection of migratory birds, impacts on migratory birds would be adequately 
minimized. 

CO5-146 The AVCA’s comments regarding the jaguar and designated critical habitat are 
noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

CO5-147 Ocelots are extremely rare, but FWS documentation on this species indicates 
that their range includes southern Arizona.  Consultation with the FWS is 
ongoing; however, preliminary correspondence did not include the ocelot as a 
species of concern for this Project. 

 

CO5-148 See response to comment CO5-127.   

A discussion of WNS has been added to section 4.5.2 of the final EIS.  Also 
note that on September 9, 2013, the FWS proposed to downlist the lesser long-
nosed bat to threatened primarily due to additional information that indicates 
the species may be more abundant than was known at the time of listing (78 
FR 55050).  Section 4.7.1.2 has been updated accordingly.  Sierrita and FERC 
will continue to consult with the FWS over the impacts on lesser long-nosed 
bats and potential mitigation measures.   
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CO5-149 Section 4.7.1.5 has been updated.  Sierrita consulted with the FWS to develop 
an approach for transplanting and monitoring Pima pineapple cacti.  Sierrita 
revised its Reclamation Plan and Post Construction Vegetation Monitoring 
Document to include the Pima pineapple cacti transplanting protocols.  Sierrita 
is coordinating with the FWS regarding final acreages of Pima pineapple 
cactus habitat and would look to purchase credits from existing mitigation 
banks in the Altar Valley.  Based on conversations with bank owners, 
mitigation banks in the Altar Valley contain a significant number of available 
credits.  Any credits purchased by Sierrita would be unavailable to be used by 
another party for impacts on Pima pineapple cactus.   

CO5-150 Although this species is not listed, we reiterate our response to comment CO5-
127 with respect to CEQ/NEPA guidance for our review of species of concern.  

CO5-151 See response to comment CO5-127.  Section 4.7.1.7 discloses the potential 
direct and indirect impacts on the Sonoran Desert tortoise.  We also note that 
the area is currently being affected by roads, trails, illegal immigration, and 
U.S. Border Patrol pursuit activities.  Section 4.3.2.8, describes the conditions 
Sierrita would meet in order to discharge hydrostatic test water into livestock 
tanks.  

CO5-152 The AVCA’s comment regarding the open land definition is noted.  Section 
4.8.1.1 has been updated to remove reference to hay.   

CO5-153 The AVCA’s comment regarding the open land definition is noted.  Section 
4.8.1.1 has been updated to remove the category “trees stunted by 
environmental conditions.” 

CO5-154 The brush storage area would not be accessed by vehicles but instead used to 
temporarily store cut, intact woody vegetation using equipment working from 
the approved construction right-of-way.   

  



CO5 – Altar Valley Conservation Alliance (cont’d) 

Company and Organization Comments 

Z-304 

 

 

CO5-155 See responses to comments SA6-4 and SA6-15. 

CO5-156 The statement was obtained from the FWS’ CCP for the BANWR.  It is 
unclear from the AVCA’s comment what should be altered or clarified.   

CO5-157 The AVCA’s comment regarding impacting livestock tanks is noted.  The two 
livestock tanks would be outside of the construction workspace and, therefore, 
would not be directly affected by the Project.  Section 4.8.1.1 has been updated 
to acknowledge indirect impacts on livestock tanks. 

CO5-158 See response to comment CO5-62. 

CO5-159 Section 4.10.6 has been updated to note that the easement agreement between 
Sierrita and the landowner or agency would specify compensation for damage 
to property during construction, loss of use during construction, loss of 
renewable and nonrenewable or other resources, and allowable uses of the 
permanent right-of-way after construction.  As discussed in section 4.8.2.3, 
Sierrita would secure easements to convey both temporary (for construction) 
and permanent (for operation) rights-of-way on private lands.  Landowners 
have the opportunity to request that site-specific factors and/or development 
plans for their property be considered during easement negotiations, and that 
specific measures be taken into account.   

As discussed in section 4.8.1.1, easement agreements would prohibit certain 
types of uses from occurring within the permanent right-of-way that could 
affect the maintenance and safe operation of the pipeline, such as the 
construction of any permanent aboveground structures (e.g., houses, 
commercial buildings) or excavation activities.  However, operation of the 
pipeline would not affect other types of land uses or other activities that do not 
directly disturb the pipeline or operational right-of-way.  Most land uses, such 
as grazing, would be allowed to revert to prior uses following construction.   

As discussed in section 4.10.6, while restoration of native vegetation in areas 
disturbed by construction would represent a long-term impact, there is 
sufficient existing vegetation surrounding the immediate Project area to 
support grazing cattle.   

CO5-160 Grazing is one example of how weeds may be spread.  Section 4.8.1.1 has 
been updated to acknowledge that the spread of weeds can also be the result of 
undocumented immigrant foot traffic and unauthorized use of the right-of-way.  
Also see response to PM1-7. 

CO5-161 The AVCA’s comment regarding Sierrita’s lack of conversations regarding 
limiting livestock movement is noted.  Negotiations concerning impacts on 
specific grazing practices and possible mitigation/compensation are typically 
addressed during easement negotiations.   

CO5-162 See responses to comments CO1-11 and CO5-159. 

As discussed in section 4.8.1.1, it is acknowledged that construction would 
impact livestock grazing by disturbing foraging areas and interrupting/
displacing grazing activities for the duration of construction.  Construction
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activities could also cause damage to or require removal of fences or other 
natural barriers used for livestock control, could block access to water sources 
or other grazing areas, and could cause risk of livestock injury from falling 
into or becoming entrapped in open trenches.  To keep livestock out of the 
work area, in coordination with the landowner or land-managing agency, 
Sierrita would install temporary fence gaps during construction and implement 
other measures, such as salt licks and windrowed brush.  Sierrita would, as 
needed, replace existing fences or install permanent gates, and leave braces in 
place following construction.  Further, Sierrita would seed disturbed areas after 
construction in accordance with the specifications outlined in its Reclamation 
Plan.   

As discussed in its Plan, Sierrita would coordinate with lessees prior to 
construction and would erect temporary fencing to effectively minimize 
impacts on livestock, or work with the landowners and land management 
agencies to identify alternative measures to protect reclamation efforts for the 
Project. 

CO5-163 The AVCA’s comment acknowledging prescribed burns is noted.   

CO5-164 All areas proposed for disturbance as part of the Project are identified in 
sections 2.0 and 4.0.  Areas that may be subsequently identified for use by 
Sierrita and that are not already included in the analysis would have to comply 
with environmental recommendation No. 5 (see section 5.2).  Creation of new 
access roads would be prohibited unless these requirements were met.   
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CO5-165 Sierrita is required to restore all areas disturbed by construction, including 
access roads.  Leaving any improvements in place would be negotiated with 
the landowner.  The AVCA’s comment regarding leaving roads in better 
condition than the pre-construction state is noted.   

 

CO5-166 The AVCA’s comment regarding road impacts on the BANWR is noted.  
Section 4.8.2.1 has been updated to acknowledge that grading may result in 
impacts adjacent to but outside of the existing road footprint.   

 

 

 

CO5-167 The description of visual impacts was based on review of Sierrita’s visual 
simulations at specific locations along the Project.  The Executive Summary 
and sections 4.8.5.1, 4.14.9, and 5.1.8 have been updated to clarify visual 
impacts and vegetation re-establishment.   

CO5-168 As discussed in section 4.9.2, Sierrita proposed several restoration measures to 
deter use of the right-of-way following construction.  Sierrita would not create 
nor maintain a road for its use along the permanent right-of-way.  The EIS 
acknowledges that the proposed mitigation measures may not completely deter 
off-road vehicle use or pedestrian traffic along the right-of-way, but they may 
help to deter vehicular traffic, and also notes possible impacts on right-of-way 
use.  We note that it is not Sierrita’s responsibility to interdict people involved 
in illegal activities.   

The AVCA’s comment regarding the Security Plan is noted.  FERC staff is not 
in possession of the Security Plan. 

The CBP participated as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the EIS.  
Specifically, section 4.9 was developed with the assistance of the U.S. Border 
Patrol, the law enforcement agency of the CBP, and represents the agencies’ 
current stance on Project-related impacts. 

CO5-169 Sierrita filed information on December 16, 2013, responding to our 
recommendation in the draft EIS to provide additional information regarding 
restoration measures.   

Also see response to comment PM1-3.  
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CO5-170 The information tables presented in section 4.10 are based on information from 

the U.S. Census Bureau. 

CO5-171 The temporal boundary of section 4.10 is focused on the construction and 
restoration stages of the Project.  The spatial boundaries of section 4.10 is 
focused on the immediate Project area but includes U.S. Census Bureau data, 
where available, regarding Arizona, Pima County, Three Points, Arivaca, and 
Sasabe.   

CO5-172 Section 4.10 acknowledges that there would be only temporary to short-term 
and minor impacts on employment.   

CO5-173 Section 4.10.3 has been updated to clarify that although the pipeline right-of-
way may be used by existing undocumented immigrants or other unauthorized 
uses, it would not necessarily cause an increase in illegal immigration but 
instead could result in a shift of pathways and unauthorized travel corridors to 
and along the right-of-way.   

CO5-174 As stated in section 4.0, we begin our discussion of potential impacts for a 
given resource with what could happen in the absence of appropriate 
construction techniques or conservation measures to address environmental 
impacts on or effects to resources.  The conclusion that there would be little or 
no disruption of traffic at road crossings is based on Sierrita’s proposed 
construction and mitigation measures discussed in section 4.10.4. 

CO5-175 The number of users of ranch roads would vary day by day and would not be 
more that the usage identified along Highway 286.  Using a worst-case 
scenario, 160 vehicles are anticipated to be used during Project construction 
and, if all construction activities were directed to one specific location at the 
same time, this number of vehicles could occupy a ranch road.  However, 
because of the linear and sequential nature of pipeline construction, the 
likelihood of this happening is highly unlikely.  Regardless of the number of 
users, Sierrita would cross most smaller, unpaved roads using the open-cut 
method (see table 4.10.4-1).  As noted in section 2.3.2.3, roads would be 
closed only where allowed by permit or landowner/land-managing agency 
consent.  Following construction, temporary access roads would be restored to 
pre-construction condition or better unless otherwise requested by the 
landowner or land-managing agency. 

CO5-176 Section 4.10.4 has been simplified to note Sierrita’s commitment for access 
road restoration.   

CO5-177 Sierrita would return access roads to their original condition.  This includes, if 
roads were widened, implementing the restoration measures identified in its 
Plan and Reclamation Plan for the area disturbed by the Project.   

CO5-178 It is outside of the scope of the analysis for FERC to speculate what criteria or 
capabilities any possible buyer would have for a property with a pipeline
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easement on it, and each potential purchaser has different criteria and differing 
capabilities to purchase land. 

The impacts associated with the Project as described in the comment 
(“unauthorized roads and trails, dispersed camping sites, illegal dumping and 
littering, U.S. Border Patrol enforcement activities...” and “contribute to 
habitat degradation and contamination”) have historically occurred and are 
currently ongoing in the Altar Valley.   

CO5-179 Section 4.9.2 acknowledges the potential indirect impacts (e.g., erosion, 
vandalism, fence cutting) of the Project as a result of unauthorized right-of-
way use.   

Also see responses to comments PM1-7, CO5-121, and CO5-159. 

CO5-180 As discussed in section 4.8.2.3, Sierrita would secure easements to convey 
both temporary (for construction) and permanent (for operation) rights-of-way 
on private lands.  Landowners have the opportunity to request that site-specific 
factors and/or development plans for their property be considered during 
easement negotiations, and that specific measures be taken into account. 

As discussed in section 4.8.1.1 and in Sierrita’s Plan, Sierrita would coordinate 
with lessees and work with the landowners and land-managing agencies to 
identify alternative measures to protect reclamation efforts for the Project.  
Following construction, the disturbed area would be returned to pre-
construction conditions; grazing activity would not be permanently impacted.  

Also see response to comment CO5-159. 

CO5-181 Section 4.10.6 has been updated to acknowledge Project-related visual impacts 
on the Elkhorn Ranch and other guest ranches and ecotourism.  Section 4.8.5.1 
also discusses visual impacts associated with the Project. 

CO5-182 We do not agree that the items noted (loss of income from tourism, increased 
U.S. Border Patrol activity, habitat impacts, and public perception of danger) 
are relatable to environmental justice; however, we addressed these impacts in 
sections 4.9 and 4.10.6.  Further, these impacts already occur in the Altar 
Valley for various reasons and, as such, are currently realized. 

As clarified in section 4.10.3, it cannot be determined whether the Project 
itself would cause an increase of or shift in illegal activities from what is 
already experienced throughout the Altar Valley as a result of undocumented 
immigrants or other unauthorized users.  Illegal immigration activities are 
dependent on several variables and factors that are not directly measurable or 
predictable, such as U.S. Border Patrol operations and the national economy.   

As noted in section 4.10.6, the BANWR estimates that visitation to the refuge 
for the last 10 years has been relatively stable, with the exception of overnight 
camping decreasing due to border issues.  

CO5-183 The EIS does not identify the BANWR as the “sole steward of the native 
grassland and vegetation.”  The information presented in the EIS was obtained
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through review of several current and historical sources as well as discussions 
with agency personnel such as the BANWR, which is subject to the same 
environmental pressures as other areas surrounding the Project, with the 
exception of grazing.   

Section 4.14 (Environmental Setting) has been updated to acknowledge local 
restoration efforts such as developing resource management plans and 
implementing scientifically based range management practices. 

CO5-184 Section 4.14 (Environmental Setting) has been updated to acknowledge the 
three separate portions of the Project.   

CO5-185 The AVCA’s comment regarding identifying an alternative that lacks 
greenfield development is noted.  

Also see responses to comments PM1-6 and PM1-10. 

CO5-186 Contrary to the AVCA’s comments, the benefits of prescribed and managed 
fire on vegetation are noted throughout the EIS, such as sections 4.4.1, 4.4.6, 
and 4.5.2.2.  Section 4.4.6 has been updated to clarify that wood fencing, 
government fire management policies, lack of sufficient herbaceous cover to 
sustain fires, and considerations for ESA species have also contributed to 
unmanaged or altered fire regimes.   

Sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.6 address Project-related impacts on the Altar Valley 
Fire Management Plan. 

Section 4.14.2 has been updated to clarify that soil stabilization and restoration 
projects are intended to improve historic erosion, drought conditions, and fire-
suppression activities.   

We note that the comment regarding very little prescribed burns occurring 
outside of the BANWR contradicts comments from other parties (see comment 
IND13-13, which asserts that ranchers were doing prescribed burns before the 
BANWR).  Therefore, the time period in which prescribed burns have been 
occurring and where in the Altar Valley is unclear.   

CO5-187 The AVCA’s comment regarding evaluating alternative futures with varying 
levels of reclamation success is noted.   

The intent of FERC’s data requests regarding Sierrita’s plans was to note 
alternative or additional reclamation methods identified by stakeholders, 
including non-landowners such as the AVCA, for Sierrita’s consideration.  We 
conclude that Sierrita’s commitment to implement the measures identified in 
its revised plans would avoid or minimize direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts that may occur from the Project. 

CO5-188 Our analysis of the Project impacts and Sierrita’s proposed mitigation 
measures is based on extensive previous pipeline experience.  We conclude 
that Sierrita’s commitment to implement the measures identified in its revised 
plans would avoid or minimize direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that
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may occur from the Project.  It would be speculative in nature to identify 
restoration efforts aimed at restoring vegetation and call them a failure before 
even implemented.  We do, however, acknowledge unique challenges to 
restoration that could occur within the Project area.   

Also see response to comment SA6-12. 

CO5-189 As shown on figure 4.3.2-1 and discussed in section 4.14.3.2, the Upper Santa 
Cruz Watershed (which is included as part of the region of influence for 
cumulative impacts) encompasses the area that includes Nogales, Arizona and 
the Nogales Creek.  Section 4.14.3.2 has been updated to remove the reference 
to Sonoita Creek.   

CO5-190 The EIS refers to the Greater Santa Cruz watershed basin.  Section 4.14.3.2 
has been updated to clarify that the City of Phoenix is located outside the 
Greater Santa Cruz watershed basin. 

CO5-191 Section 4.14.5 has been updated to note that these occurrences apply to areas 
where buffelgrass exists and does not apply to the entire Altar Valley 
watershed. 
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CO5-192 Section 4.4.6 has been updated to include information regarding historical and 

current prescribed burns.  We note that CEQ guidelines advise that “…the 
historical context surrounding the resource is critical to developing these 
baselines and thresholds….”  Consistent with the CEQ’s guidance, the Ninth 
Circuit Court of Appeals in 2008 held that an agency may aggregate its 
cumulative effects analysis of past projects pursuant to CEQ regulations, and 
that in doing so, the analysis of cumulative impacts of historical events 
satisfies the “hard look” standard.  This final EIS uses that approach.  
Regardless of the current conservation and restoration activities, the effects of 
historical overgrazing, erosion, and fire suppression have defined the majority 
of the Project’s current environmental setting from which a baseline has been 
established.   

CO5-193 Section 4.14.6 has been updated to include a reference to wildlife species 
common to the area.   

CO5-194 Section 4.14.8 has been updated to note that, based on federal law, private 
landowners may not harm or otherwise take a federally listed threatened or 
endangered species unless they have an incidental take permit issued by the 
FWS.  Regarding critical habitat, however, private landowners who take 
actions on their land that do not involve federal funding or require a federal 
permit are not required to obtain a permit.  We also note that it has been 
documented that some special-status species are impacted by grazing 
activities.   

CO5-195 The AVCA’s comment regarding future utility projects is noted.   

CO5-196 The AVCA’s comment concurring with the draft EIS for this issue is noted.   

CO5-197 The AVCA’s comment expressing skepticism of Sierrita’s restoration 
measures to limit unauthorized right-of-way access is noted.   

Also see response to comment PM1-8. 

CO5-198 The AVCA’s comment regarding a supplemental draft EIS is noted.   

Also see response to comment PM1-3. 
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